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FOREWORD 


PURE THOUGHT 


At the beginning of the present volume we may be permitted 
to observe that there is no history of the world in existence which 
gives to the history of ideas the place which tt will have in this 
series or makes it so completely and profoundly a part of the 
history of man. 

We are not speaking of the world-histories which present a 
positive character, for we have not forgotten that there are such, 
in which the Idea more than holds a great place in history, since 
it is given a priori as the very foundation of history. There 
are theologians who have known the designs of God, gesta Dei 
per homines, and metaphysicians who have constructed the 
philosophy of history dialectically, by the omnipotence of their 
Reason. But in this synthesis in which we gather together all 
explanatory factors, and try to credit each with its true share, 
our aim is to inquire what is the share, not of the Idea, but of 
pure tdeas. ‘‘ Historical tdealism must turn experimental. It 
must take root in positive psychology, to become exact and to 
ramify in the history of ideas.” + So we shall here follow the 
evolution of the psychism whose humble beginnings we have 
related,* at the stage where, not content with thinking itself, 
thought enjoys itself and expands in speculation which in 
appearance 1s wholly disinterested. 

Now, the problem presented by the whole of the period of 
history which we have entered with Greece 1s twofold. For one 
thing, we have to inquire to what extent Thought, in the succes- 
sion of teme and in all the multitude of men, schools, and peoples 
who have speculated, possesses a unity, represents a logic. We 
must also inquire what active influence that pure thought had— 
to what extent the knowledge, to which ut tended, transformed, with 

1 See our Synthése en histoire, p. 212. 
2 See Forewords to Prehistoric Man, pp. v ff., xii, and Language, pp ix ff., 


xv ff., both in this series. 
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the conception of life, the conduct of men and the organization 
of societies. 

Our own belief—and it is a hypothesis which animates this 
serics—is that there is a human Thought, that, in the millions 
of facets in which the Real is reflected throughout time and 
space, one single endeavour is being accomplished. And we 
believe that the power of ideas is immense, that even the most 
abstract ideas always have some secret relationship with life, 
some indirect action upon it, and that the search for truth, 
therefore, is essentially the task of man. To know is to adapt 
oneself with method. 

But our admirable fellow-workers have not accepted any 
theoretical conditions and are not subject to any pressure. As 
this series develops, it will check experimentally—let us say it 
once again—the hypotheses which give the work its full rmport. 





Now, Professor Robin is one of those historians of philosophy 
who, in the fullness of their knowledge, by the very suggestion 
of the subject which they are studying, have understood that 
philosophy cannot be shut off from life, but ts connected with 
the fundamental needs of mankind. The practical and collective 
origins of thought are well brought out in the first chapters of 
his book. 

Greek philosophy arises from morality and religion. Between 
the ““ moral demands of common thought”? and the various 
views about the past or present history of the universe ‘* which 
religious beliefs contain,” on the one hand, and the original 
and free attempt of Greck thinkers “to organize a system of 
reflections on the order of nature or on that of conduct”? on 
the other, Professor Robin perceives a preliminary work of 
reflection on popular, spontaneous notions, by way of which 
reflection men advance from religion to philosophy. And this 
work as “a social thing,’ he says. ‘It is effected in an im- 
personal, obscure, continuous fashion, accompanying and ea- 
pressing the progress of manners and religious sentiment ”’ 
and, likewise, “ of the craftsmanship which labours to master 
nature”’ (p. 17). So he distinguishes between three stages. After 


+ “From the evolutionary point of view, consciousness is above all a means 

laced at the disposal of an organism in order that it may react more appropriately,” 

. Roustan, “ La Science comme instrument,” in Rev. de M étaph. et de mor., Sept., 

1914, p. 614. Cf. Piéron, “ L’Evolution du psychisme,” in Rev. du Mois, March, 
1908, p. 291; Mach, La Connaissance et Verreur, pp. 12, 387. 
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the ‘‘ common””’ or “ collective’’ thought of the beginning come 
a‘ social”’ thought, which takes up the results of that spontaneous 
creation, and then tindividual thought, which criticizes those 
results. With great discernment, he observes that moral reflec- 
tion, in consequence of the demands of life lived in common, 
precedes reflection about nature, whereas critical reflection on the 
principles of conduct, on account of the same demands, only 
begins late. 

In this evolution, it might, perhaps, be interesting to determine 
more exactly the part played by the individual and that played 
by the society, to make a clear distinction between the social and 
the collective. 

Morality, without any doubt, answers to a necd of the society. 
It is specifically and originally social. Yet it is only created 
by individuals, special beings, and especially thanks to certain 
individuals, who are social agents. In general, a society is 
made by individuals, and then it thinks itself in individuals, 
before being transformed by their criticism. But at no step in 
the social development, and particularly of the moral develop- 
ment, even when the work is anonymous, can one say absolutely 
that it is impersonal. 

Stell less can one say tt of the work which culminates in a 
systematic view of the universe. Psychism develops in society, 
but it is anterior to society—tt 1s even anterior to humanity. 
It is constituted in the brain of the individual. It is the most 
contingent part of the acquisitions and creations of the mind 
which is communicated and handed down; so a collective 
mentality, in the strict sense of the word, arises... They take the 
form of institutions; and we know that by the tyranny of 
the institution society keeps the intelligence immobile in myths 
and arbitrary concepts.2, But they also form a thread of 
logic, and that is human thought, the impersonal effort of the 
personality. 

Regarding the earliest schools of Greek thinkers, Professor 
Robin says, ‘* For a long time the collective work of the association 
hid the personal contribution of individuals in an obscurity 
which the historian has great difficulty in piercing” (p. 34). 


1 The collective is what answers, not to a social necessity or to a logical effort, 
but ‘ ie contingent characteristics of a collectivity. See La Synthése en histoire, 
Pp. . 

_ # See Forewords to Language, pp. xix-xx, and From Tribe to Empire, pp. xx ff., 
in this series. 
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This remark applies equally well, mutatis mutandis, to the 
earliest development of reflection and even to the spontaneous 
elaboration of morality and speculation on nature. If, wm the 
case of the old schools, “‘ a few great names, almost symbolical, 
emerge from the darkness,’ these names—for example, those of 
the Seven Sages, the list of whom ts given variously—seem to 
us not so much to sum up the efforts of groups as to assert 
ndividualities. 

In short, the subject, and the great interest, of this book is 
to show the strengthening of critical thought and the increasing 
importance of the thinker, who appears in the foreground of 
Greek history. And since, as we have said, Professor Robin 
does not shut thought off from life, netther from the various 
modalities of life nor from its profound and permanent necds, 
he shows us how philosophy, going over from Ionia into Grecce 
Proper and then into the colonies, comes under the influence of 
institutions and manners, and reflects the very contingencies of 
the individual temperament and of the profession; but he 
chiefly devotes himself to following, in the luminous field of the 
reflective consciousness, the internal organization and continuous 
progress of knowledge. 


That thought in Greece should have assumed this new 
character—that it should have become speculative—is one of the 
aspects of the Greek miracle. Jt would not be just to reject 
this term on the ground that Greece received much of its in- 
tellectual material from the East—religious myths, practical 
knowledge, technical processes. Nothing is born of nothing ; 
as Lange has said, “the crude opposition of originality and 
tradition can no longer be employed. Ideas, like organic germs, 
fly far and wide, but the right ground alone brings them to 
perfection. . . . The true independence of Hellenic culture rests 
wn us perfection, not in its beginnings.’ 2 And A. Lalande, 
who quotes the passage, adds: ‘‘ A distinct thought is never 
anything but the last link of a long chain of obscure thoughts, 
of needs and actions which have led to it. Everything begins in 
the unconscious ; and if it is wrong to maintain that without a 
consciousness man would not be a worse intellectual machine, 
tt 1s at least certain that it appeared late, and that in its first 


1 See especially pp. 33-4, 70, 86, 90-1, 127-8, 131-2, 134, 369. 
2 History of Materialism, Eng. trans., vol. i, p. 10, n. 5. 
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steps it had to take up, in so far as it was profitable, an immense 
inheritance which it had not accumulated.”’ } 

Greece created human reason. In the East, the man who 
“knows” 1s he who holds divine secrets; he is a priest, a 
prophet, a Magus, a wonder-worker.2. The thinker is a novelty— 
that 1s, the man who makes a profession of thinking on his own 
account, who places his own name even on the ideas which he 
takes over because the quality of his intellectual instrument gives 
him authority and inspires confidence. This ideal of the Greek 
thinker, “‘ disinterested love of the eternal order of things” 
(Milhaud) or “‘ the need to explain logically’ (Lalande)-——that 
is something which we did not find before the flowering of Greek 
civilization. 

Here the play of the speculative faculties goes together with 
the play of the ceesthetic faculties ; the “ abstrad could of the 
thinker’ ts built up by the side of the “‘ coloured, living world 
of the poet”? (Ouvré), and the pleasure of understanding com- 
plements or corrects the art of enjoying. Men have reached a 
stage of evolution where the mind no longer serves only the 
elementary needs of humanity, but by its own needs and its own 
exercise creates a new humanity. 

This play of the mind will go through two quite distinct 
phases. In the phase of naturalism, mind opposes nature and 
tries to take possession of tt; or wt tries every hypothesis which 
may explain the becoming of things, not without relying on 
certain positive observations and profiting, at each new hypo- 
thesis, by earlier hypotheses. In the phase of humanism, the 
individual is contrasted with society, and thenceforward man, 
taking more interest in himself, analyses the processes of which he 
made use in his various activities. He will develop the technique 
of techniques, methods for conducting oneself well in all things— 
working well, speaking well, thinking well. Logic, in the wide 
sense, will rise to the second power, and, as the mind takes 
itself as an object of study, logic, in the restricted, epistemological 
sense, will be created.® 

The Sophists, whose originality in intellectual history 1s 
considerable, inaugurate this second phase. They teach men to 





+ General review on ancient physics, in Rev. de Synthese historique, ii (1901), 
p. 205. Cf. G. Rodier, general review on the history of Greek philosophy, ibid., 
xiii (1906), p. 209; T. Gomperz, Greek Thinkers, beginning of Book IIT. 

2 Ouvré, Les Formes littéraires de la pensée grecque, p. 166. 

3 See below, pp. 131-3, 147. 
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handle the doyos, which is the word, the formula, but is also 
reasoning, thought. But it ts the Tyo0: céavroy of Socrates 
which really opens a new world. It not only calls for reflection 
on the creations of life ; it bids the internal gaze to descend into 
the deep abysses of being. 

One might well expect that there would be a Socratic problem, 
as there is a Homeric problem or a Shakespearean problem, and 
that Plato’s hero might be a kind of legendary personage ; but 
Socrates survives the test and remains the author “‘ of a revolution 
without its like in the whole history of philosophy, of which the 
Cartesian and Kantian revolutions are merely the renewal or 
the development.” } 

Plato, for his part, synthetizes the previous efforts of thought. 
He unifies nature and man, mechanism and dynamism, by 
belief in the reality of Ideas—which are revealed in man. He 
gives a first example of construction following upon criticism, 
in which the ambition of the mind is displayed by a powerful 
dialectic. He has every audacity and every charm ; he manifests 
in full the Greek spirit, “ at once bold and moderate, intuitive 
and rational, mystical and positive, artistic and geometrical.” * 

The Greeks intoxicated themselves with dialectic. Professor 
Robin offers us a wonderfully fascinating spectacle, when he 
makes that multitude of philosophers pass before us, some deep 
and sincere thinkers, others jugglers with ideas and conjurcrs 
with words ; when he draws portraits of the Scholarchs, some 
tied to a city and others travelling about, seeking at the same 
time to recruit disciples and to eatend their knowledge of men 
and things ; when he calls up the groups and the schools, some 
true brotherhoods (the Pythagoreans and Epicureans) and some 
true universities (the Academy and Lyceum). He shows us 
Greece, arguing and argumentative, giving itself up to the 
intoxication in which the young reason discovers its powers 
without recognizing its limitations. 

But a time will come, that of moralism, in which interest in 
conduct (which is implied even in the apparently most dis- 
interested speculation) will take front place ; when, as a result 
of intellectual lassitude and also of political circumstances,? 
the Wise Man will work, not for the organization of the City, 


1 See H. Carteron, “Un Nouveau Point de vue sur Phist. de la philosophie 
grecque " (with reference to Dupréel, La Légende socratique et les sources de Platon), 
in Rev. Philosophique, July-Aug., 1923, p. 122. 

2 Below, p. 235. 3 Pp. 313-14, 
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but for the best use of his own life. On the Scepticism produced 
by all the pullulation of systems, or on some eclectical doctrine, 
a law of the sovereign good is grafted. This goes on until the 
day when the moral crisis becomes acute. Then Oriental 
mysticism, which has already filtered into certain sects of Greece, 
extends its influence ; and we are in the Hellenistic age. At 
last, at the beginning of the Christian era, the rising flood of 
faith sweeps away the work of Greek reason, for many centuries 
to come. ‘ The infinite, which for Plato or Aristotle or the 
Stoics was a sign of unreality or of resistance to the order of 
reason, becomes for Plotinus the fullest and most perfect power 
of the Ego.” 3 

But Greek thought will be “ reborn.” ‘‘ The problems which 
the old thinkers of Greece set themselves,’ Professor Robin 
rightly says, ‘‘ are eternal problems” (p. 4). Kerijwa ets aet-— 
the phrase of Thucydides applies to them too. 


In this intellectual evolution, what was the part played by 
science ? At the beginning, philosophy and science were inter- 
mingled. The philosophers tried to solve their problems by 
collecting, more or less consciously, the knowledge of their time ; 
but they went beyond that knowledge in their desire to explain 
everything. In consequence of the excessiveness of their pre- 
tensions and the difficulties of their contradictions, thought came 
in the end either to the abdication of reason in the face of faith, 
or to a prudent submission of reason to experience. One cannot, 
it seems to us, overestimate the importance of the Greek Sceptics 
(who denied science, chiefly because they formed too high an 
idea of it), and in particular of the empirical Sceptics, who were, 
as Brochard has shown, the Positivists of antiquity. ‘‘ If the 
ancient Sceptics could return,” says their historian, “ they 
would be ardent apostles of progress.” ? 

Although Professor Robin presents philosophy and science in 
their constant relationship, he draws a distinction between the 
history of the one and that of the other in which he shows himself 
a philosopher. ‘* The history of philosophy,” he declares, “‘ ts 
philosophy. It has for the philosopher an ever-lwing interest. . . . 
The history of science, on the contrary, ts not science ; wt ts the 

1 Below, pp. 369-70. 
2 Les Sceptiques grecs, p. 416. On the role of Scepticism, see H. Berr, La 


Synthése des connaissances et Vhistoire, p. 25, and An jure inter scepticos Gassendus 
fuerit numeratus, p. 89. 
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past of science, the dead part of tts effort towards truth, or the 
effort forgotten when the end has been reached. This history, 
therefore, satisfies the curiosity of the erudite, but not, like that 
of philosophy, the most general and deepest needs of thought” 
(p. 4). We believe that, from our point of view—the evolution 
of humanity, and, in particular, the progress of psychism in 
human evolution—the history of science is not a dead thing, a 
matter for the curiosity of the erudite. Not only does it show 
the mind adapting itself to things and man taking possession 
of his environment, but it makes us follow the constitution of a 
method intended to solve the problems which the mind sets itself, 
which it formerly tried to decide in religion, and then in meta- 
physics. Science gradually accumulates positive material which 
makes it possible to put the a priori views of the mind to the 
test. It ws indeed an organon, an instrument for solving 
philosophic problems. The history of science 1s necessary to 
the history of thought, because the instrument of the progress of 
thought ts science. 

In the preceding volumes, we have seen the need for being, the 
logical principle, inherent in life, feeding rtself with representa- 
tions of things, making tt possible to anticipate phenomena, 
creating an initial knowledge, knowledge gained by living. We 
have seen the constitution of the various crafts, which imply 
an increased knowledge, but a practical knowledge. Here 
we shail see, as we have said, the Greeks reflecting on technical 
processes, creating methods, rising to the general method of 
deduction, and at length applying wt—because it involved a 
play of the pure reason, which they enjoyed—to number and 
figure. 

The Greeks are essentially geometricians, in the sense which 
the word finally took on, as against its etymology. The original 
‘* land-measurer ” changed his name to that of ‘‘ land-divider,”’ 
geodaites,® while the geometrician became the virtuoso of reason, 
of the reason which constructs by internal necessity and not by 
statement pure and simple. “ In every domain of knowledge, 
the peoples of the Kast and Egypt had handed on to the Greeks 
a great number of data, rules, and processes useful to everyday 

1 See our Synthése en histoire, pp. 188 ff. ; Peut-on refaire Punité morale de la 
France? p. 104; A. Georges-Berthier, ** L’ Histoire des sciences en France,” in 
Rev. de Synth. hist., xxviii (1914). 


2 See P. Tannery, general review of the history of geometry, in Rev. de Synth. 
hist., ti (190]), p. 284. 
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life. The Greeks did not confine themselves simply to recording 
them, with the intention of adding to the list indefinitely. . . . 
They wanted to understand the reason of what was given to 
them as a total of empirical processes ; they wanted to justify, 
by the resources of their intelligence alone, the rules to which 
men had been led by a long process of observation.” In its 
‘* abstract dreaming,” the mind strengthened itself by the dazzling 
results of its efforts. ‘‘ The Greek geometrician’s disinterested- 
ness, his remoteness from all practical considerations, may have 
been one of the profound causes of the advance of his science, 
and, at the same time, of its future fruitfulness in respect even 
of applications.” } 

It may be said that here the scientist 1s not completely distinct 
from the philosopher, in the sense that he, too, moves in the 
world of ideas, and has for his object, as has been observed, 
the \Noyos rather than the rpaypa, the intelligible rather than 
the fact.2, Their gaze being bent on eternal forms, the Grecks 
turned away from matter. They considered it a degradation of 
being, and regarded the activities applied to it as servile. 
Furthermore, “° in their eyes the idea of experiment was associated 
with sorcery, superstition, and charlatanism.” * Lastly, these 
prejudices, which lasted long, were supported by moral pre- 
occupation, which reinforced the contempt for all kinds of 


1 See G. Milhaud, Les Philosophes géomctres de la Grece, p. 368; “‘ La Pensée 
mathématique: son réle dans lhistoire des idées,” in fev. Philosophique, Apr., 
1909, p. 350; Le Rationnel, chap. ili, on Greck geometry, p. 81. Cf. Weber, 
Le Rythme du progres, p. 222; D. Roustan, art. cit., p. 626; L. Brunschvicg, 
Les Etapes de la philosophie mathématique, bk. ii, ch. iv, note. For the psychology 
of pure mathematics, see P. Chaslin, in Journal de Psychologie, Oct., 1922. 

2 See Weber, op. cit., p. 291. Hoffding, in La Pensée humaine, expresses the 
same idea in the following terms: “ Ancient thought believed in apotheoses, but 
not in incarnations ”’ (Fr. trans., p. 129). 

8 See Gina Lombroso-Ferrero, “‘ Pourquoi le machinisme ne fut pas adopté 
dans lantiquité,” in Revue du Mors, 10th Nov., 1920: “ Archimedes, Plutarch 
says... regarded mechanics in general and all practical operations as a vile 
and obscure art. So he devoted himself only to the sciences connected with 
beauty and perfection, to those not connected with any necessity of life. And 
Aristotle apologizes for speaking of such things, which are rightly despised by 
wise men and philosophers” (p. 459). Cf. Meyerson, “ Y-a-t’ il un rythme dans 
le progres intellectuel ?”’ in Bull. de la Soc. fr. de Philosophie, Feb.-March, 1914, 
pp. 100-2: ‘ Plato, speaking of mathematical demonstrations into which mechanics 
were introduced . . . declares that that is ‘corrupting geometry’ and ‘ robbing 
it of its dignity,’ by making it go ‘ like a runaway slave from the study of incorporcal, 
intelligible things to that of objects which come under the senses and by using, 
in addition to reasoning, bodies which have been fashioned, slowly and slavishly, 
by manual labour.” Sce also J. Burnet, ‘ L’Expérimentation et Pobservation 
dans la science grecque,” in Scientia, Feb., 1923, pp. 93-102. 

4 Egger, Science ancrenne et Science moderne, p. 22. For magic, see the volume 
in this series on Greek religion. 
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indusiry.1 Experimental science long lacked a sympathetic 
environment, an organization, laboratories.* 

But one must not exaggerate this “‘ inattention to matter.”’ 

Paul Tannery has ingeniously called attention to the 
mechanical toys (Qavuara) which were meant to amuse the 
public and amused the inventor himself. “ Like a child in its 
cradle, man, in the presence of the natural forces, began to play 
with them. He learned his power in amusing himself. The 
idea of using it in another way, of making nature subject to 
himself for useful ends, by multiplying the effects obtained on a 
small scale, germinated very slowly. ... The part played by 
this motive of amusement in the development of the sciences 
appears very much obliterated to-day. But if one were to study, 
underneath the accepted externals, the innermost psychology of 
the scientific inquirer, one would no doubt recognize that. . . 
the same impulse still works in the bottom of our souls.” 8 

But this play of the mind, this activity which takes possession 
of nature, are exercised in a higher and more profitable manner. 
The needs of life, in sprite of prejudice and the force of tradition, 
led to progress in certain branches, such as medicine (Hippocrates 
and the Asclepiads),4 and the genius of certain individuals 
(Straton, Euclid, Archimedes, Ctesibios, Heron, Thucydides) ® 
enriched positive knowledge. 

Aristotle had very lofty ambitions as a scientist, but his 
influence is disputable. He wanted to be an encyclopaedist ; 
but his systematic mind, in spite of a very keen care for in- 
formation and method, was necessarily inclined to impose 
solutions where he should have left problems open. On the 
other hand, even better than Plato, he established a general 
framework for the specialists. He inaugurated the conception 
of synthetic science, of science as one single whole, to which the 
Sceptics were to give a new character—since they prudently 
made it an inaccessible or distant tdeal.® 


1 G. Lombroso-Ferrcro, art. cit., pp. 461-3. 

2 See Egger, op. cit., and Lalande, art. cit. in Rev. de Synth. hist. 

8 Tannery, general review of the history of mechanics, in Rev. de Synth. hist., 
iv (1902), p. 198. 

* See Ouvré, Les Formes littéraires de la pensée grecque, p. 457; Meyerson, in 
Bull. de la Soc. fr. de Phil., quoted above, pp. 95-7 (invention of the pulley, screw- 
press, astrolabe, water-clock, etc.). 

5 T. Gomperz in his great work lays stress on the contribution of the historians 
to the formation of the critical spirit and of positive knowledge. Qn the philology 
and, in general, the scientific spirit of the Alexandrians, sce A. Croiset, L’ Hellénisa- 
tion du monde antique, p. 270. 

6 For Aristotle's science, soe Gomperz, op. cit., vol. iv, pp. 62, 108, etc. 
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We shall resume, much later, the history of the progress of 
knowledge and shall again come upon the problem of the part 
played by science.1 It has been necessary here to underline the 
origins of scientific thought, to mark the importance of the 
history of the sciences, and to put it in its place in the history 
of human thought, in the general history of civilization.” 


That history of thought, in its various aspects, and in 
particular the history of ancient thought, is singularly difficult 
to reconstruct. One of the great merits of this book—wherein 
it is in harmony with one characteristic of the sertes—is that 
it does not disguise difficulties, but emphasizes the uncertainties 
and lacunac. 

In the presence of contradictory texts and divergent inter- 
pretations, the best historians of philosophy, like Professor Robin, 
sometimes display a kind of coquetry in their attitude of reserve. 
But many contradictions are explained, as soon as one does not 
try “‘to make a philosopher more systematic than he was” ; 
many interpretations are reconciled, when one considers that the 
thought of the masters, of Plato and Aristotle, “‘ has depths 
which they themselves did not perceive’’—‘‘ Is it not just the 
obscure tendencies, which they obeyed without being clearly 
aware of them, that explain the influence of their doctrines and 
their later developments??? > In fact, this book proves that the 
history of Greek thought is possible and that it has made great 
progress. 

At the end of an excellent general review of ancient philosophy, 
G. Rodier complained that the immense effort of philology had 
not yet produced its full effect on the history of thought. ‘“‘ The 





1 Science in the Middle Ages. Weber has an interesting, but very oxaggerated 
theory, according to which the Graeco-Roman, mediacval, and modern civilizations 
belong to one same great phase in evolution,” which is speculative, in contrast 
to the earlier period and the contemporary pcriod, in which technique and expori- 
ence develop. Sce op. cit., p. 292, note, and the discussion in Bull. de la Soc. fr 
de Phil, quoted above. On the periods of the history of the sciences, sec Mentreé, 

Une Thése de Cournot,” in Rev. de Synth. hist., xi (1905), p. 1. 

? Even mathematics can be claimed as part of the history of civilization. 
Moritz distinguishes between the history of Mathematics, which is special and 
abstract (fachmidssige Entwickelungsgeschichte), and the History of mathematics, 
in which “ the picture of civilized life (Kulturleben) serves as a foundation, and on 
that foundation the mathematical features which characterize it stand out in full 
light.” See Paul Tannery, on the general history of the sciences, in ev. de Synth. 
hist., viii (1904), p. 8. On the relations between the development of the sciences 
and economic development, see G. Richard, “‘ Unité de Phistoire des sciences et 
de histoire économique,” tbid., xiii (1906), p. 1. 

® G, Rodier, art. cit., in Rev. de Synth. hist., xiii (1906), pp. 214, 362. 
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materials, carefully checked, accumulate on ‘the ground, while 
the building hardly seems to advance. This rs doubtless because 
the task of the architects 1s the hardest, and their constructions 
are often hasty and provisional. But it 1s chiefly because, by 
giving all their attention to the choice of the stones, they no 
longer have time to put them together in layers.” } Here we 
have the complete building ; the architect has known how to 
use and master his immense erudition. Discerning and cautious 
anterpretation of doctrines, vigorous characterization of systems 
and schools, which makes the beginnings and ends of chapters 
valuable and illuminating connecting-links, the quotations which 
are necessary and no more, being the teat of the thinkers forming 
the very substance of the exposition—here we have a combination 
of qualities which would fulfil the aspirations of Léon Robin's 
predecessor at the Sorbonne. 


HENRI BERR. 
1 Jbid., p. 361, 


INTRODUCTION 
CuHapTer I 
SUBJECT AND DIVISIONS 


THE historian of philosophy has the very great advantage of 
having to deal, as a rule, not with mere facts of all kinds, but 
with facts which speak to the intelligence. For the facts which 
he must discuss are chiefly thoughts, and, indeed, thoughts 
which pretend to express truths, or Truth. 

But he has a corresponding disadvantage as well. For, 
however strictly a thinker may define his ideas and explain 
their connexion, he cannot help leaving some play to the 
subjective interpretations of the historian. The latter tries to 
enter into communion with another’s thoughts, but that in- 
dispensable effort of intellectual sympathy inevitably obliges 
him to draw upon his own resources for what seems to him 
necessary for complete intelligibility. Is there perfect agree- 
ment among the historians of modern philosophy, even on 
essential questions, regarding such highly organized systems 
as those of Descartes, Spinoza, Leibniz, and Kant ? There is 
all the more danger of the interpreter’s ideas intruding into 
those of the author whom he is discussing when he undertakes 
to write a history of ancient thought. 

Let us imagine the most favourable case possible, where 
Wwe possessed a thinker’s complete philosophical works, and 
‘the text, as handed down to us, gave rise to no doubts as to 
the meaning of his ideas, and the authenticity of every passage 
and its position in the whole work were beyond dispute. 
Even then it would be very difficult for the historian to achieve 
the sympathetic communion expected of him without his own 
personality coming into the resurrection of thought which 
should be the result—both his own individual ideas and those 
which he takes from his age. Suppose, for example, that he 
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tries to make the author live again, in himself and in his 
social environment. Our knowledge of both is fragmentary 
and uncertain ; who would venture to think that he can make 
Plato and Aristotle live again in their true light ? Suppose 
that he leaves that external element alone, and confines him- 
self to considering their ideas and their logical relationship. 
Then he is in danger of arbitrarily imposing on them the form 
in which later elaboration has clad the same conceptions ; for 
example, he may try to understand Plato through Kant. If he 
is not to modernize ancicnt thought involuntarily, he should be 
able to make himself a new soul, and caution in interpretation 
becomes all the more difficult, the more one strives to elucidate 
the obscurities of that thought, for oneself and for others. 

Now, as a fact, the historian’s path is far from being free 
of other obstacles created by the circumstances in his ad- 
venturous voyage in quest of ancicnt thought. The texts at his 
disposal are the outcome of a manuscript tradition ten centuries 
old and older, and during that time they have undergone many 
distortions—mistakes in copying, arbitrary corrections, omis- 
sions, and interpolations of marginal glosses. Sometimes 
papyri or inscriptions furnish him with older texts, but as a 
rule these are miserable scraps, so dilapidated that their 
restoration is often very doubtful. In every case, the text 
must be subjected to a delicate exegesis, which can never be 
accepted as absolutely authoritative. Nor is that all: there are 
problems of authenticity, which the testimony of the ancient 
catalogues does not enable us to settle with certainty, for our 
scruples regarding the attribution of literary works were the 
exception in antiquity. We know, too, the stimulus which 
the art of the forger received from the eager curiosity of book 
lovers. Lastly, since the date of any writing, or even its 
position in the whole of the author’s works, can very seldom 
be exactly determined, it is almost impossible to establish 
with certainty the relationship between various expressions of 
the thought of a single philosopher. 

The difficulties are greater and more numerous when one 
has nothing but fragments and external evidence. This is the 
case, not only with all philosophers earlier than Plato, but 
with most of those who lived after Aristotle. Only rarely, for 
example, have we information regarding the order of the 
fragments in the whole work, so that it is hard to say what 
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place each holds in the development of the author’s thought. 
Moreover, many books, which no philosophic school con- 
sidered itself beholden to preserve, had already disappeared ; 
later writers spoke of them and quoted them without having 
them before their eyes. As for external testimonies, very few 
concerning the earlier philosophers come from contemporaries. 
Most of them come from erudite compilers, makers of hand- 
books, who lived centuries later. One has, therefore, to find out 
who were theirauthorities—a laborious undertaking which, even 
when it seems crowned with success, does not always wholly 
satisfy the critical spirit, unable to go back with certainty to the 
original authority or to compare him with the late statements 
which are derived from him through so many intermediaries. 
There is, indeed, one casce—that of Socrates—where we have 
to be content with external evidence alone, and nowhere else is 
the burden of proof harder for the historian of Greek thought. 

Nor is he in any better case when he tries to establish the 
dates of philosophers, especially of the earlier ones. Yet this 
is a task of the first importance in a study in which it is 
proposed to arrange facts in order of succession and especially 
to determine the mutual influence of doctrines. In addition, 
the lives of many of these ancient teachers were very early 
wrapped in such a thick haze of religious legends that they 
begin and end in the mystery of a divine existence. 

An exact and ever-present sense of these difliculties, there- 
fore, compels one both to caution and to modesty. It also 
makes one understand what is the task to which one must 
constantly apply oneself. In great part, this task concerns 
both social or political history, with its ancillary subjects, and 
philology. The latter, above all, must supply the materials, 
without which the historian of thought would be working in 
the air and would waste his energies in trying to reconstruct 
a whole of which too many portions were lacking. These 
materials are often slight and apparently of no great signifi- 
cance. But they constitute an indispensable foundation. 
Does this mean that, in the kind of subject with which we are 
dealing, the direction of the work should be entirely left to 
the philologists, as has been done, in particular, in Germany ? 
They have shown a patience and often a discernment which 
are admirable. But a historian of thought must have some- 
thing more than erudition, for his endeavour is to rediscover 
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methods of arriving at the truth, to reconstruct systems of 
ideas ; so he is a philosopher as much as a historian. His 
object is not so much to determine the individual or collective 
influences which may have contributed to the formation of a 
body of thought, as to understand that thought by setting 
it in its place and underlining the potentialities which it 
contains. Philosophie and scientific thought is doubtless a 
product and part of a development ; but that product can be 
studied for itself and as a complete part. 

A last question arises: what, exactly, is the subject of our 
study, and what are its divisions ? First of all, I have spoken 
so far of the history of Greek thought. It would be more 
correct to speak of Gracco-Roman thought. Certainly, the 
Latins were not inventors, in science or in philosophy. But, 
if one thinks of what our knowledge of Greek thought owes to 
Lucretius, to Cicero, to Seneca, and to yet others, it would be 
unjust not to recognize the contribution of Rome. Secondly 
-—and this is more important—the very word “ thought ’’ is 
most equivocal: thought exists in literature, in history, in 
common opinions, in religious beliefs, no less than in science 
or philosophy. But there it exists in a form which is not 
systematic, or which is not reflective. It would not even be 
enough to speak of rational thought ; does that mean philo- 
sophy alone, or science and philosophy together? The two 
were indissolubly united in the earliest days of Greek thought, 
and they remained closely connected all through its develop- 
ment. But the history of the two cannot be studied in the 
same spirit. The history of philosophy is philosophy. It has 
for the philosopher an ever-living interest, which goes beyond 
that of pure erudition. The problems which the old thinkers 
of Greece set themselves as philosophers are eternal problems ; 
their terms have not changed, but the discussion of them has 
been fed with new material. The history of science, on the 
contrary, is not science; it is the past of science, the dead 
part of its effort towards truth, or the effort forgotten when 
the end has been reached. This history, therefore, satisfies 
the curiosity of the erudite, but not, like that of philosophy, 
the most general and deepest needs of thought. 

1 Besides, the history which I have undertaken to relate is not that of the 
whole evolution of Greek science, a vast subject extending far beyond the field 


assigned to me, but only, as the title says, that of the origins of the scientific spirit. 
See L. Brunschvicg’s preface to Arnold Reymond’s work, XXXVa, p. 6. 
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What are to be the limits and divisions of our study ? In 
the region of beginnings, it will exclude the form and content 
of the collective conscience, and will begin with the first 
literary expressions of moral, philosophic, or scientific thought. 
At the other end, it will exclude patristics,' or the development 
of Christian thought, which, being derived from other ten- 
dencies and opposed to properly Hellenic philosophy, belongs 
to another setting; and it will end with the closing of the 
School of Athens in 529 by the Edict of Justinian. In this 
organic development, lasting about fourteen centuries, it is 
perhaps sufficient to distinguish between a period of formation, 
a period of maturity, and a period of old age, but an old age 
which is not mere decrepitude. Each of these periods, as 1s 
natural in an organic development, contains the germs of the 
characteristics which will mark the next. 

In the first there are two phases. The main feature of the 
first is the intimate union of science and philosophy ;_ this, 
which is improperly called the ‘‘ pre-Socratic ” period, extends 
into the time of Socrates and later still. The second phase, 
that of the Sophists and Socrates, tends to disengage the 
notions of general culture and philosophy, but in opposite 
directions. 

There are two phascs in the second period also. On the 
one hand, there is the constitution, by Plato and Aristotle, of 
philosophy as a science superior to the other sciences, a greater 
number of which are organized as distinct specialities, con- 
nected, however, with the teaching of philosophy. On to this 
trunk, on the other hand, critical and epistemological develop- 
ments and practical applications are grafted ; this work was 
commenced in the school of Socrates himself in the preceding 
phase, and was continued by the great post-Aristotelian 
schools. For these latter, we must be content to draw their 
main lines, accurately but without detail. Since we have to 
make sacrifices, it must not be at the expense of the vigorous 
tree of which these schools were offshoots. 

With still greater reason, the last period, which covers about 
six centuries, will not be treated on the same scale as the others. 
It is true that it is partly, in its second phase, a period of 
renovation, but otherwise it is mainly one of restoration and 
erudition. While in the schools of Plato and Aristotle an 


1 Unlike X. 
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immense labour of exegesis is performed on the work of those 
two masters, the tendency—eclectic or syncretic—to reconcile 
and combine opposed philosophies becomes general. Hellenized 
by the conquests of Alexander, the East exercises a new 
influence on the Greek mind. It gives to the revival of the 
ancient doctrines a colouring which they did not originally 
possess. With Plotinus and his school, mystical irrationalism 
is erected into a method for uniting oneself with the absolute 
real. Out of the confused mass of mythical representations 
and purely utilitarian or purely magical practices furnished by 
the East, the Greck genius had in the past produced the 
rational achievement of science and philosophy. In its decline, 
it was again from the unsteady flame of Oricntal thought that 
its last rays took their light. Yet those rays were the dawn 
of a new thought—but one which belongs to another phase 
in history. It was Greek thought no longer. 


CHapTer IT 
SOURCES 


THE sources from which the history of Graeco-Roman thought 
is drawn, and their relative value, present a preliminary 
question of great importance. 

First of all, for doctrines and ideas, it is clear that we must, 
as much as possible, go to the philosophers themselves. 
Unfortunately, the possession of an author’s whole works, or 
even of a single complete and really original work, is an 
advantage which we are usually denied. It cannot be recalled 
too often that the knowledge which we can obtain immediately 
of the philosophic and scientific thought of Graeco-Roman 
antiquity is very limited and very disconnected. 

Usually, therefore, we have to depend on mediate sources. 

First, it may happen that, without any definite historical 
intention, a philosopher gives us, accidentally or apropos of 
some discussion, some information about his predecessors or 
contemporaries. Plato and Aristotle were in this sense 
historians of philosophy. The greater part of the former’s 
work is—we shall see later to what extent—-a testimony regard- 
ing Socrates. In general, Plato would tcll us much, if he did 
not so often distort or wrap up his testimony, again and again 
refusing to name the men of whom he is speaking, espccially 
in the case of contemporaries, so that the problem of identifica- 
tion is usually extremcly knotty. Aristotle is more explicit. 
But he is too much concerned with bringing out anything in 
his forerunners which is a presentiment of his own teaching ; 
his attitude towards them, and especially towards Democritos 
and Plato, is too obviously polemical for the trustworthiness 
of his evidence—precious as it is—to be accepted without 
discrimination or criticism. The same tendency to take one’s 
stand in the heart of one’s own doctrine, in order to assimilate 
other doctrines to it or to prove their hopeless impotence, 
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seems to have been characteristic of all the writings about 
philosophers and their sects which, after Aristotle’s time, were 
produced abundantly in every school. The Stoics and Sceptics 
were either out-and-out ‘“‘ accommodators ”’ or pamphleteers. 
Philon the Jew is a mine of information, but his anxiety 
to understand Greek philosophy as a version of the Bible 
inclines him to involuntary distortions. In the eyes of the 
Neo-Platonists, Plato, properly interpreted, contains in himself 
the whole of previous philosophy. 

But, by the side of these occasional historical studies, there 
are other works, in which history is the chief concern—a 
monograph, a comparative history, a philosophical exegesis, 
or the history of a special doctrine. Even here we cannot hope 
for the objectivity which we demand of a historian, and the 
author always remains the man of aschool. It is, nevertheless, 
in this group that we must recognize the true origins of the 
history of philosophy and science. In virtue of all the special 
tracts, unfortunately lost, which he wrote about his pre- 
decessors and contemporaries, Aristotle belongs to this group 
no less than to that mentioned above. Moreover, in his school 
he gave a remarkable impulse to historical writing, as we shall 
see. Connected indirectly with these studies is a little work 
which has caused much ink to flow and will be discussed later 
—On Xenophanes, Zenon, and Gorgias, or, as it is now called, 
On Melissos, Xenophanes, and Gorgias. 

Furthermore, the writings of Plato and Aristotle were, 
from the Ist century B.c. onwards, the subject of commentaries 
of professors, some oi whom had powerful and penetrating 
minds and possessed remarkable erudition. Now, in their 
work of exegesis they found occasion to compare doctrines and 
to collate the historical data which they encountered in their 
explanations with such texts as they still possessed or with 
earlier expositions. 

Plato was thus treated by Poseidonios, whose commentary 
on the Timaeos is known by some quotations or analyses ;_ by 
the anonymous writers of the [Ind century after Christ who 
wrote on the Theaetetos and Timaeos (a fairly long fragment of 
the former commentary was found on an Egyptian papyrus, 
and the other was probably the foundation of the Latin 


1 See the fragments of Aristotle published by V. Rose, sec. v, Philosophica 
(cf. below, Bibliography, relative to Aristotle). 
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commentary of Chalcidids, of the IVth century, which had 
such an influence on Mediaeval thought); and, in the same 
period, by Albinus, who was a pupil of the famous Gaius and 
wrote an Introduction to the Teaching of Plato, with a résumé 
of it, and by Theon of Smyrna and his valuable little book, 
On the Mathematical Knowledge required for an Understanding 
of Plato. From the Vth and VIth centuries we have the Neo- 
Platonic commentaries of Proclos and Olympiodoros the 
Younger. 

Far more complete and important for the historian is our 
collection of commentaries on Aristotle. Aspasios (first half 
of the IInd century after Christ) is the oldest of whom any- 
thing remains. But those to whom we owe most are Alexander 
of Aphrodisias, at the end of the IInd century and beginning 
of the IIIrd, whose master, Aristocles of Messana, is often one 
of our best informants, and, in the VIth century, the Neo- 
Platonist Simplicius, who lavished the treasures of his 
wonderful erudition upon his commentaries. Almost all our 
pre-Socratic fragments come from Simplicius. So, too, a great 
part of what we know of Stoic logic is derived from such of 
these commentaries as are devoted to the various books of 
Aristotle’s Organon, among which one must mention also the 
works of the Neo-Platonists Dexippos (IVth century), Am- 
monios (end of the Vth), and others. To the Greek com- 
mentators we should add the Roman Boéthius, Theodoric’s 
minister, by whom a great part of the logic of Aristotle and 
ancient philosophy was transmitted to the Christian Middle 
Ages. 

In another subdivision of the same class we must place 
those writers whose historical curiosity is not pure of all alloy, 
and whose common characteristic is the desire to make various 
doctrines known, only in order to compare them with a view 
to contrasting or combining them. They have the mind of 
the historical reviewer. 

In the first rank one must mention Cicero, whose philo- 
sophical works are a most precious source, in spite of the haste 
with which they were written and in spite of their incoherence 
and too frequent marks of their author’s lack of philosophical 
understanding and frivolity of mind. They are translations 
or résumés of Greek works which we have lost, and have 
preserved for us something of the thought of Middle Stoicism, 
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of the New Academy and even of the last representatives of 
the Old, of the eclecticism of Philon of Larissa and of Antiochos 
of Ascalon, of Philodemos, the most learned of the Epicureans, 
and, through him, an echo of Phaedros. 

Like Cicero, Plutarch of Chaeroneia, though he declares 
himself a Platonist, is an eclectic, but of another stamp; if 
he is lacking in strength and strictness, at least he knows much, 
and knows it well; he understands the things of which he 
speaks. The Morals is a mine which has not yet been suffi- 
ciently explored and worked. To Galen, the philosophic 
physician, we are indebted for a mass of valuable information, 
often accompanied by extensive quotations, on the first 
Peripatetics and the Old Stoa. The erudition of the Sceptic 
Sextus Empiricus is perhaps more indirect than that of 
Plutarch, but it is hardly less abundant, and his book, Against 
the Dogmatists, is a prodigious historical compendium. There 
is more philosophical indifference in such compilations, 
intended for entertainment, as the Aitic Nights of the Latin 
Aulus Gellius or the Deipnosophistae of the Greek Athenaeos 
(IInd century), in which an immense variety of information 
is to be found. The Florilegium and Eclogae physicae et ethicae 
of John of Stobi or Joannes Stobaeos (Vth century) are a still 
richer and more instructive collection. And the analyses of 
lost texts, the precious bits of information which one finds in 
the Bibliotheca and Lexicon of the Patriarch Photios (middle 
of the 1Xth century), one of the most illustrious representatives 
of Byzantine learning! Lastly, as others had placed their 
erudition at the service of their philosophy, the Christians 
used theirs against phiiosophy and in the service of their 
faith—Justin Martyr, Clement of Alexandria, who wrote the 
Stromateis, Origen, who, to refute Celsus, followed the apologist 
of Pagan philosophy on to his own ground, Eusebios, Bishop 
of Caesareia, with his HKvangelical Preparation, Arnobius, 
Lactantius, St. Augustine, and the rest. 

Another class of sources, to which many of the writers just 
mentioned are linked, and of which we knew little before the 
researches of Hermann Diels, forty years ago, is that of the 
‘* Doxographers.”” This is the name given to the writers who 
devoted themselves to collecting and classifying under subjects 
the “opinions” (doxai, placita) of the ancient philosophers. 
The works of this kind which we have preserved are: the 
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Placita attributed to Plutarch, the Philosophic History ascribed 
to Galen, the Philosophumena (first book of the Refutation of 
All Sects) of St. Hippolytos (beginning of the [ind century), 
formerly attributed to Origen, the treatise of Bishop Nemesios 
of Emesa (end of the [Vth century) On the Nature of Man, and 
the Treatment of the Affections of the Greeks of another bishop, 
Theodoret (first half of the Vth century), to which one may 
add the satire of Hermeias on the pagan philosophers (IInd or 
IlIrd century) and certain parts of Epiphanios’s book Against 
the Sects (second half of the IVth century). In particular, 
careful examination of the works of Eusebios and Stobaeos 
has made it possible to find traces in both of an abridgement 
of the history of philosophy compiled by Arios Didymos, an 
Alexandrian grammarian who was intimate with Augustus, 
the surviving fragments of whose writings deal only with 
Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics. Furthermore, the comparison 
of the Pseudo-Plutarch’s Placita with the Helogae phystcae of 
Stobaeos and chapters V and following of the [Vth Book of 
Theodoret has shown that these authors must have drawn 
from a common source. Now Theodoret tells us that, besides 
some other books which cannot have been his principal source, 
he used the Collection of the Opinions of the Philosophers com- 
posed by Aétios. The latter seems to have been an eclectic 
Peripatetic like Arios Didymos, and probably lived at the end 
of the Ist century and the beginning of the IInd. The author 
of the Placita was content with abridging his writings, and Ne- 
mesios with making a compilation of them. This exhumation, 
as it were, of a witness long buried in profound oblivion is of 
great importance, for his work, like that of Arios Didymos, has 
the merit—a novelty to us—of a certain philosophic im- 
partiality. 

On another side, scholars had long before picked out of 
Simplicius’s commentary on Aristotle’s Physics a fair number 
of extracts, all regarding the “ principles,” from a work of 
Theophrastos in eighteen books, entitled Opinions of the 
Physicists (Puouwav do€a). As early as the Alexandrian 
period, a fragment of the same work—the last book or part 
of it—had been extracted, and two copies of this have come 
down to us. Now, there is a remarkable similarity between 
this writing of Theophrastos and all the doxographical writings 
subsequent to our era. Might not all this doxography, there- 
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fore, have come from the doxai of Theophrastos, from his 
history of physics? But the difficulty was to establish the 
provenance of each of these writings, their mutual relationship, 
and their derivation. This is the task which Diels undertook 
in the Prolegomena to his Doxographi Graeci, and carried to 
success with rare insight. The concordance of the Placita 
with Stobacos, and what Theodoret and Nemesios also drew 
from the original source, namely, the book of Aétios, make it 
possible almost to reconstruct that book, and to establish the 
plan of it, which was a division of the opinions under questions 
—the principles and the universe, celestial things and ter- 
restrial things, soul and body, each of these big questions being 
further subdivided into more particular problems. 

But Aétios seems in his turn to have been inspired by an 
older collection, to which Diels gives the name of Vetusta 
placita. For we observe a remarkable concordance of our 
Placita with certain fragments of Cicero’s Prior Academics and 
On the Nature of the Gods, and with what Censorinus, in his 
On the Natal Day, has preserved of Varro’s Loghtstorici. These 
unknown Vetusta placita would, therefore, belong to the first 
half of the Ist century B.c., and probably came from the 
school of Poseidonios. So, by degrees, it has come to be 
supposed that these successive works of doxography all derive, 
in the end, from the great work of Theophrastos. From him 
comes the method followed by the doxographers, and it is the 
method of Aristotle himself, which consists in studying the 
philosophers with reference to a question. 

Moreover, it is not only through Aétios that one goes back 
thus indirectly to the archetype of doxography ; traces of it 
are likewise found, in Hippolytos chiefly, but also in the 
fragments of Stromateis which Eusebios attributes, certainly 
wrongly, to Plutarch, and, lastly, in Diogenes Laértios, whom 
we shall discuss presently. It is possible, too, that it served 
as a model for the historical handbooks which, as we have seen, 
every school composed for the use of its followers, like those 
of the Stoic Panaetios, the Academician Cleitomachos, or the 
Epicureans Apollodoros and Philodemos.! To have done with 
doxography, let us simply add that the Philosophic History, 
wrongly ascribed to Galen, being probably of about the Vith 


1 That of Apollodoros is sometimes known under the title of Xuwaywyh rav 
Soyuarwr. 
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century, puts us on the track of an abridgement, perhaps 
composed by an eclectic Stoic between the time of Seneca and 
that of the Antonines, which appears to have been utilized 
by Sextus Empiricus. 

All this critical analysis gives a good example of the help 
which the historian of philosophy may expect from philology ; 
it enables him to have a clear view of his means of information, 
to discern the relations between them, and to appreciate their 
relative worth. 

A last class of evidence, closely connected with the fore- 
going, presents a new characteristic. Here doxography, the 
collection and classification of opinions, yields place to history 
properly so called, in the form of bibliographical tables, of 
researches into the chronology of the philosophers, their order, 
and their lives. 

The importance of the work of the ancient bibliographers 
for the historian of philosophy is manifest. Now, this work, 
to which we owe our knowledge of the texts and that of the 
titles of so many lost books, was peculiarly favoured by the 
socialization of the library, by the formation of public collec- 
tions by the side of private collections and those of schools. 
It was, we are told, on the advice of Demetrios of Phaleron, 
when, driven from Athens, he took refuge with Ptolemy Soter, 
that that prince founded the Library of Alexandria. So the 
honour of this fruitful innovation falls to the Peripatetic 
school, of which Demetrios was a zealous friend, and this is 
yet another evidence of what the organization of historical 
studies owes to that school. Callimachos of Cyrene, who 
succeeded Zenodotos as director of the Library, wrote Pictures 
(arivaxes) of the writers ‘‘ who had made a name for themselves 
in every kind of study.”’ The well-known classification of the 
dialogues of Plato in trilogies, with which the name of Aristo- 
phanes of Byzantion, a pupil of Callimachos, is associated, 
may doubtless give one some idea of the lines on which these 
lists were arranged. The same is truce of the tetralogical 
classification of the works of Democritos, which is ascribed by 
Diogenes Laértios to Thrasyllos and is probably earlier. 
Such, too, may be the origin of the list of works contained in 
each of Diogenes’ lives of philosophers. 

Catalogues of philosophers were also drawn up. The papyri 
of Herculaneum have preserved for us two precious specimens, 
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both from the hand of the Epicurean Philodemos, one giving 
the philosophers of the Academy and the other those of the 
Porch, the latter being derived from an earlier Stoic source. 
There are also some remains of a similar work by the Stoic 
Apollonios of Tyre, Picture of the Philosophers of the School of 
Zenon and of their Works. These lists were drawn up by 
certain scholars in accordance with another idea, which, in 
spite of the errors and exaggerations to which it certainly 
gave rise, is first and foremost historical—the idea of successions 
or diadochies. For the object then was to establish chrono- 
logically the relationship of philosophers as teachers and pupils. 
The first to write “‘ successions ’’ appears to have been Sotion, 
a grammarian of Alexandria (end of the I[Ird century B.c., 
beginning of the IInd), whose work was abridged, about the 
middle of the IInd century, by one Heracleides Lembos. This 
abridgement was used by Diogenes Laértios, as were the works 
of certain other writers of ‘‘ successions ”’ of that century and 
the next—Antisthenes, perhaps the same as Antisthenes of 
Rhodes, the Academician Sosicrates, Alexander Polyhistor, 
Nicias of Nicaea, Diocles of Magnesia, and a man whom 
Diogenes does not cite, Jason of Rhodes, the nephew of 
Poseidonios. 

Among chronological studies we again come upon the 
activity of the Alexandrian librarians as historians. For 
Eratosthencs, the keeper of books under Ptolemy Euergetes, 
and famous also as an astronomer and as a geographer, wrote 
the Chronographies, which seem to have served as a model 
for the Chronicles of Apollodoros of Athens (IInd century B.c., 
second half). It has been possible to extract from Diogenes 
Laértios sufficient fragments of this work, written in iambic 
trimeters, to obtain an idea of Apollodoros’ method. The 
fall of Troy, which he places at a date corresponding to 
1184-3 B.c., is the beginning of the historical era ; subsequent 
years are designated by the number of the Olympiad and by 
the name of the Eponymous Archon of Athens, and certain 
great events, such as the fall of Sardis (546-5) or the foundation 
of Thurion (444-8), are mentioned as landmarks.! The chief 
object of his chronology is to determine the akme of every 
philosopher, the culminating point of his existence, his floruit, 


1 These double dates are explained by the fact that the Greek year, beginning 
at the summer solstice, docs not correspond to our own. 
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about his fortieth year. He makes this date coincide with 
the most important fact that he knows about each, or with 
some notable contemporary event, and from it he calculates 
the date of birth and, when he knows the length of a man’s 
life, that of his death. Lastly, so far as he can, he combines 
these dates so as to bring out significant sequences and 
synchronisms. Thus, he places the birth of Anaximenes, the 
third philosopher of the Milesian school, in the year of the 
akme of Thales, the founder of that school, and the death of 
Anaximandros, Thales’ successor, in or near the year of the 
akme of Anaximencs. 

Finally, we must speak of biographical works, with which 
doxography was fairly often mingled, but this time in order 
of date, not of subject. 

Many of these were used, more or less directly, by Diogenes 
Laértios—those of Neanthes of Cyzicos, who lived at the 
court of Attalos I, King of Pergamon, in the second half of 
the HIrd century B.c., and wrote Lives of Illustrious Men ; 
of the physician Antigonos of Carystos, a young contemporary 
of the foregoing, whose contribution to the lives of Menedemos, 
Timon the Sceptic, Zenon, Lycon, and the Academicians 
Polemon, Crates, Crantor, and Arcesilaos has been made clear 
by a methodical collection, similar to that effected for Apollo- 
doros ; of the Pcripatctic Satyros (end of the IIrd century), 
of whom Heracleides Lembos made an abridgement, distinct 
from that which he made of Sotion; and of another Peri- 
patetic, of about the same time, Hermippos of Smyrna, who 
was a pupil of Callimachos and, in spite of his weakness for 
fabulous tales and his lack of critical spirit, has given us many 
useful indications. Diocles of Magnesia, whom we have 
already mentioned, also wrote Lives of philosophers, and in 
the Ist century B.c. Hippobotos combined the study of 
successions with biography. Lastly, the Memoirs and Varied 
History of the Sceptic Favorinus of Arelate, who taught 
rhetoric in Rome with brilliant success under Hadrian and 
Antoninus Pius and was the master of Aulus Gellius, appear 
to have been collections of anecdotes and apophthegms. 

It is chiefly through Diogenes Laértios (middle of the IIrd 
century) that we know all this work; it is in him that it is 
presented to us, blended with doxography, but in a singularly 
corrupt form. Yet his compilation in ten books, The Lives, 
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Teachings, and Apophthegms of the Celebrated Philosophers, is 
of infinite value. First, it has given us a means of going back, 
by careful criticism, to earlier sources. Moreover, it has 
preserved quantities of fragments, and even complete texts— 
three letters of Epicuros and the Principal Thoughts. Lastly, 
it is a complete work. Curiously enough, the history of every 
school is not brought down to the same point. The Porch 
is described down to the end of the I1Ird century (Chrysippos) 
and so is the Lyceum (Lycon), Epicureanism to the middle of 
the IInd (surprising if Diogenes was himself an Epicurean), 
and the Academy to the end of the same century (Cleito- 
machos), while in the case of Scepticism he takes us to the 
beginning of the IlIrd century of our era, since he speaks of 
Sextus and Saturninus (not that that is sufficient reason for 
regarding him as a Sceptic). It is impossible here to enter 
into the very controversial and difficult question of the 
sources of Diogenes and the principles which may have 
governed his compilation. It ranges from extreme brevity to 
extreme prolixity, and the incoherence of our text sometimes 
makes it wholly baffling. 

We should also mention, in the same class, two very 
different groups of documents. First, there are all the Neo- 
Pythagorean and Neo-Platonic biographies, of which we shall 
speak later, which are full of fiction and superstition, but 
contain a great many useful indications, and, besides, are in 
themselves evidence of a state of mind. Secondly, there are 
the dictionaries, the articles in which often give interesting 
details, although the sources are not sufficiently known— 
the Lexicon of the Byzantine Suidas (Xth century), who may 
have used Diogenes Laértios, and another similar lexicon, of 
uncertain date (between the Xth and XIIIth centuries), which 
has been wrongly identified with the Onomatologos of Hesychios 
(VIth century) and seems to be derived from Diogenes 
Laértios and Suidas. 

Such, incompletely enumerated and briefly appraised, is 
the scanty material, full of gaps and often dilapidated, at 
the disposal of the historian of the philosophical and scientific 
thought of Graeco-Roman antiquity. 


BOOK ONE 
ORIGINS 
CHAPTER I 
BEGINNINGS OF MORAL REFLECTION 


THE history of Greek thought does not start only at the 
moment at which an original and free attempt to organize a 
system of reflections on the order of nature or on that of 
conduct first becomes marked. It begins with the attempt to 
ascertain the moral demands of common thought, or to extract 
from religious beliefs the various views which they contain 
regarding the past or present history of the universe. 

That primitive attempt at reflection is a social thing ; for 
it is effected in an impersonal, obscure, continuous fashion, 
accompanying and expressing the progress of manners and 
religious sentiment and that of the craftsmanship which labours 
to master nature. But the success of the attempt differed 
greatly, according as it dealt with the order of conduct and 
with that of external things. As carly as the end of the VIIth 
century, the collective endeavour to obtain an intelligible view 
of nature was transformed, in spirit and in methods, by 
attempts at personal criticism, which gave birth to a science 
and a philosophy. But it is not until the second half of the 
Vth century, with the exception, perhaps, of Menophanes, 
that we find a truly critical analysis of traditional principles 
of conduct, an attempt to justify the abandonment or preserva- 
tion of them. Before that, “‘ scientists ’’ and philosophers had 
hardly done more than reflect the conceptions of popular 
wisdom, or, more usually, the beliefs of a society of initiates ; 
the interpreters of moral reflection were chiefly poets and 
lawgivers. For the demands to which that reflection responded 
were the deepest and most immediate demands of life lived 
in common ; so long as those demands acted on the conscience 
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definitely and imperatively, it was hardly asked what they 
were worth. That is why moral reflection must be considered 
first and sketched in its essential features, pending the day 
when it will become a matter of philosophy. 

The earliest literary expressions known to us of an attempt 
of Greek thought to co-ordinate the dictates of the collective 
conscience regarding the life and conduct of men and to 
formulate them in conceptions of general application, are 
found in the Homeric poems and in Hesiod. One can under- 
stand the important place which these works held in the 
education of the young; later they were to serve as the basis 
of all discussion on moral problems. 

In the Homeric poems, to tell the truth, moral reflection 
is hardly separated from epic narration. But, first of all, the 
narrative cannot have failed to inspire the hearers with 
preferences for one hero or another—for Achilles or Odysseus, 
for Nestor or Ajax—and consequently to stimulate moral 
appreciation. Moreover, the weakness of religious sentiment 
in Homer betrays the tendency of moral reflection towards 
independence, a favourable condition for what may be called 
its “‘ lay-ness.”” Already, especially in the Odyssey, we find, 
here and there, statements which are like universal judgments 
on conduct, and express a general view on the destiny of man. 
But, although the idea of a justice of Zeus, before which 
violence and deceit must bow in the end, appears incidentally, 
we more often find a resigned acceptance of all that is unjust 
and arbitrary in the “lot” (uofpa Gewy) which the gods give 
to men, regardless of the moral worth of their deeds.? 

The moral conception which, about the middle of the [Xth 
century, inspires Hesiod’s poem, the Works and Days, deserves 
deep and carcful study. For it bears witness to a remarkable 
advance in the determination of moral ideas. It is not certain 
that this advance is due to Hesiod himself; doubtless he 
drew upon an old store of popular wisdom, to the formation 
of which the East may possibly have contributed, and which 
was already expressed in proverbs and myths. But he could 
not have done so without an amount of personal claboration 
and even criticism, by which the old store of wisdom was 
transformed and made to produce fruits which are entirely 


ao Od., xvi. 386 ff., with vi. 188 ff., xviii. 129 ff. Cf. Zl, xxii. 413; xxiv. 
627 ff. 
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new to us. We shall not find a philosophic doctrine in Hesiod. 
But there is reflection, none the less, virtually rational, regard- 
ing the content and the aspirations of Greek civilization, in a 
given society and at a given time. 

The whole poem is full of precepts about the guarantees of 
well-regulated labour, in accordance with the order of nature, 
and the fair exchange of services in the social world. But 
these precepts are subordinated to a general conception of 
justice as the law of Zeus, which is truly the soul of Hesiodic 
morality. The fable of the hawk and the nightingale sets 
forth the problem in striking language: “‘ He is a fool, who 
would match himself against those stronger than himself,” 
the bird of prey cries to its victim. ‘“‘ He is defeated, and 
suffers pain as well as shame.’’? This is the language of UBprs, 
of the spirit of immoderateness, of the pride of mastery. But 
it is as fatal to the mighty as itis to small men. It is better to 
listen to the voice of Justice, and to forget violence. ‘‘ For 
this is the law which the son of Cronos set up for men. To 
fish and beasts and birds he allotted that they should devour 
one another, for there is no justice in them; but to men he 
gave justice, which is far the best.” 2 With the ‘“ crooked 
justice ’’ of kings, “ devourers of gifts,’’ the poet contrasts the 
‘‘ straight judgments ’’ which come from Zeus. Since, too, 
the law which comes from him bears its own sanction, the 
principle of retaliation is imbued with justice. ‘‘ He who 
works ill for another works ill for himself. . . . The eye of 
Zeus, seeing all and observing all, scans these things when he 
pleases, nor is he blind to the kind of justice which a city 
holds within itself. . . . It is bad to be a just man, if the less 
just man wins the lawsuit ; but I do not think that that is the 
work of all-wise Zeus.”” 3 The hour of deserved chastisement 
always comes. The Oath hastens after the perjured judge. 
Banished from cities, and weeping over the misfortune of the 
peoples, Justice ‘‘ takes her seat beside her father Zeus, son 
of Cronos, and complains to him of the unjust minds of men.”’ 4 

In the Homeric poems, the power of Zeus was the instru- 
ment of a capricious, irritable will, or else of the Fate whose 
incomprehensible activity consisted in opposing or disappoint- 
ing our desire to be just. In Hesiod, it is the decree of a 
conscience which judges rightly and without partiality, 

1 202-12. 4 213-18, 275-80. 3 265-73. 4 249-60. 
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according to the rule or measure which it has laid down, and 
deals out terrible punishments to those who have transgressed 
or exceeded it, and also to those who have slavishly made 
themselves accomplices of the crime. That is what has brought 
about the downfall of the “‘ Silver Races’; that is what will 
undo the “Iron Race.” Now, the principle underlying all 
the crimes which that race commits against the supreme law 
is lack of measure or moderation, or the desire to set oneself 
above order and above the rule. To want to be more than 
others and to upset, for one’s own advantage, by violence or 
deceit, the equilibrium of persons, to prefer crooked ways to 
the straight road, and quick and easy profits to those which 
the gods grant to patient labour and slow economy—that is 
always, in the vigorous words of the poet, “ placing justice 
in the fist’’ (dikn ev xepot). But Hesiod believes ardently in 
the existence of aright of the weak, and the special work of 
almighty Zeus is to restore rectitude and measure. ‘“‘ Easily 
he gives strength and easily he humbles the strong. Easily 
he diminishes the conspicuous and exalts the obscure. Easily 
he straightens the crooked and withers up the arrogant.” 4 

Without any doubt, Hesiod’s morality is inspired by the 
consideration of experience. Many of his precepts are simply 
practical counsels, which may be compared to the ‘“ morals ”’ 
of fables, or, as Sainte-Beuve has said, ‘‘ to the wisdom of 
honest John (Bonhomme Richard).” But it is none the less 
indisputable that his profound intention is to sect up right 
against fact, and to replace the animal reign of brute force 
by the human reign of justice, by willing, hard-working 
obedience to the divine law. So we find in him, still vague, 
but already very strong, the sense of an ideal rule, according 
to which existing moral conditions are to be valued, and 
which definitely sets right high above fact. 

In all that was afterwards produced in the same domain 
by Greek thought in the early centuries, in which many 
historians see an advance, I do not think that there were 
many new ideas, nor anything rising above the sober, vigorous 
precision of Hesiod. What changed was social conditions. 
They became more complex, and the growing importance of 
city organization helped to bring the idea of *‘ good legislation ”’ 
(evvouia) and its benefits to the fore. That idea was, in par- 
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ticular, characteristic of the moral tendencies of Solon, and 
shows their definitely political aim. 

The ancient tradition of the Seven Sages 1s of peculiar 
interest to the study of moral reflection. Regarding their 
names, as we know, the ancients were hardly agreed. One 
list of the classical period ! gives Thales of Miletos, Pittacos of 
Mitylene, Bias of Priene, and Solon (who appear in all lists), 
with Cleobulos of Lindos, Chilon of Lacedaemon, and Myson 
of Chenae, who is often replaced by Anacharsis or Periandros. 
According to Plato, their common characteristic was the 
‘** Laconian brevity’? with which they expressed their ideas 
in memorable maxims, such as “‘ Know thyself,” “‘ Nothing 
too much,” and so on. They were said to have met one day 
at Delphi, and to have dedicated these aphorisms to Apollo as 
first-fruits of their wisdom, causing them to be engraved at 
the entrance to the temple. In later times collections of these 
maxims were composed ;7 but these catalogues and their 
attributions of particular sayings are highly suspect. 

But in the tradition which makes the Seven Sages all live 
at one time, and, by many anecdotes, supposes a kind of 
collaboration among them, we perceive at least a vague feeling 
that the work ascribed to them was collective in character. 
Many of their maxims are the kind of proverb in which 
traditional rules or experiences gradually come to be con- 
densed in a striking form. The same is true of the fables of 
AKsop, a late compilation of very ancient stories, which 
presented practical observations and teachings in a form 
which should strike the imagination. But men could not 
accept these tales as impersonal, and it was just in the second 
half of the VIIth century that the ancients placed the legendary 
AKsop, whom, morcover, tradition brought into connexion 
with one of the Seven Sages. His servile condition and 
Phrygian nationality may, perhaps, be a symbolic recollection 
of the popular character and partly Eastern origin of the 
stories. Similarly, the legend of the Seven Sages shows that 
it was felt necessary to have definite individuals to whom to 
ascribe collective, anonymous judgments, as soon as these 
were expressed in a form which made it possible to reflect 
upon them. 

Furthermore, since these judgments were a kind of 
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decrees, it was thought that they must have been uttered by 
lawgivers or by men who had played the part of councillors 
or arbiters in their cities. This is true of Solon, of Bias, who 
was famed for the integrity of his judgments, of Periandros, 
the tyrant of Corinth, and of Pittacos, who was Atsymnetes * 
at Mitylene ; and if Thales appears among them, it is probably 
not as a scientist but rather on account of his political activity 
in Ionia. ‘‘ They are not scientists,’ said the Peripatctic 
Dicaearchos, “‘ nor philosophers, but men of common sense 
and lawgivers.”’ * 

So the crystallization of ethical rules ascribed by tradition 
to the Seven Sages and the homely moral epic attributed to 
/Esop were a work which had been going on for a long time, 
as is plain if one reads Hesiod. But the VIIth and VIth 
centuries were an age in which relations between peoples 
became more active and more penetrating, and also an age 
of tremendous internal fermentation and burning political 
strife, an age of expansion and political organization, of 
colonization and the founding of cities. Then the individual 
had the illusion of being emancipated from the old religious 
discipline of the city, of holding the guidance of his conduct in 
his own hands. Yet, in the midst of all these upheavals and 
all this unloosing of passions, he also felt that that guidance 
must not ' £ to the caprice of each, but must be based on 
tried norms. da neeacd a code of conduct. But that could 
only be the reflection of the collective conscience in its most 
general and most stable acquisitions. 

So it is in the same time and in connexion with the same 
conditions that there appears, in the middle of the VIth 
century, with Phocylides of Miletos and Theognis of Megara, 
the form of lyric poetry which is called ‘“‘ Gnomic”’ or sen- 
tentious poetry. In the former writer ° there is no originality 
of thought whatever ; he is interested only in coining phrases 
which will express observations or maxims briefly, so that they 
shall be easy to remember and to handle in conversation. 
But this didactic intention is in itself significant of the interests 
of the period. Theognis, on the other hand, though obviously 


1 A president who put an end to civil discord by arbitration. 

2 LEVI, loc. cit., near beginning. 

® Not the author of the longish poem, the Sentences of Phocylides, which was 
is by some Jewish forger between the IInd century b.c. and the Ist century 
of our era. 
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under the influence of Hesiod and Solon, is often an original 
and daring thinker. Intelligent and passionate, discontented 
and argumentative, he invests his reflections on traditional 
ideas with a bitter, tragic note, and also with a dialectical, 
critical turn which by its bold, urgent vigour anticipates 
Xenophanes. He is indignant that, among men, wealth out- 
weighs the merits of blood, confounds the good and the bad, 
and decides marriages, whereas one should copy the stock- 
breeders, who pick out the best specimens for mating. The 
strange inconsequence of Zeus bewilders him. Why, when he 
knows the heart of every man, does the all-powerful lord of 
all things give the same lot to the just and to the unjust ? 
Why docs he sometimes give prosperity to the latter, while 
the former is overcome by poverty ? Why does he make 
children pay for the 1aults of their fathers ?+ Eiven if, as has 
been thought, these recriminations should be ascribed to Solon 
and not to Theognis, they none the less indicate a great novelty: 
the will of Zeus is no longer, as it was for Hesiod, absolute 
justice ; the moral ideal, without changing in content, has 
risen higher. Instead of human morality being judged in the 
name of divine justice, divine justice 1s itself questioned in 
the name of a higher principle. So, at least in a sense, reflection 
has already risen to the idea that morality has a valuc of its 
own, independent of religious belicf. 

That is, in its main lines, the development of moral 
reflection in the Greek world, from the earliest literary evidence 
down to about the middle of the Vth century. As social and 
political conditions changed, it gradually sct apart and for- 
mulated with increasing precision the idea of justice and right 
—-that is, of the exact and right measure, of balance and 
rectitude, in opposition to brutal passion, deceit, and the 
ambition to dominate. 


1 183-92, 373-80, 382-92, 731-52. 


CHAPTER II 


BEGINNINGS OF A SYSTEMATIC REPRESENTATION 
OF THE UNIVERSE. THEOGONIES AND COSMO- 
GONIES. INFLUENCE OF THE EAST 


WHEN we begin to study the first expressions of the attempt 
of Greek thought to obtain a morc or Icss systematic repre- 
sentation of the universe and of the relationships which it 
embraces, there is one thing which we must not forget. That 
is the fact that we are in the presence of the products of a 
collective elaboration, and that that elaboration is not ex- 
pressed in literature, and therefore does not begin to belong 
to history, until it has come to an end and is ready to yield 
place to other forms of thought. Our carliest literary docu- 
ments of this kind are later, from four to perhaps twenty 
centuries later, than the evidences of a wealthy and varied 
civilization which have been brought to light, for example, by 
the discoveries at Troy and Mycenae and in Cyprus, the 
Cyclades, and Crete. With these evidences we are already a 
long way from what may be called a state of racial childhood. 
So what we positively reach is not the age in which the 
representation of the universe is still implied in the ritual 
practices which ensure the communion of the social group 
with the mysterious forces of nature. It is, on the contrary, 
the age in which they have become detached and organized 
into a system of definite representations, partly affective and 
partly intellectual. 

These representations, as we know, are given in the form 
of myths, that is, of storzes, which, in telling the genealogy or 
certain features in the life of divine personages, express the 
natural relations of things by means of images taken from 
human generation and action. What is the ultimate founda- 
tion of these imaginative constructions ? This is not the place 
in which to set forth the animistic and sociological hypotheses, 
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nor to take sides on that difficult question. It is at least 
probable that myths are the result of the need to make the 
mystery contained in the rites of an existing cult intelligible. 
In consequence, for every local cult instituted in the little 
groups which had divided the soil of Greece among them, 
there was a distinct myth. But there must have been re- 
semblances between these myths, first, in so far as the groups 
had a common origin, but chiefly because the myths arose 
from very general conditions, psychological or social, and, 
moreover, always referred to the same content—the most 
remarkable aspects of nature and their most apparent relation- 
ships, the most regular phenomena or those most alarming by 
their suddenness or their effects. Without these two last 
causes, could we understand the similarity of certain myths 
of peoples between whom no relationship, direct or indirect, 
can be assumed? So, too, the material improvement of 
communications, by bringing pcoples together, must have 
helped to modify differences. Lastly, the tendency of myths 
to become unificd was necessarily accomplished by an attempt 
to simphfy them, to eliminate inconsistencies as much as 
possible, and to detach them from the cults to which they 
were bound. This would be the explanation of the gradual 
formation of a physical mythology, already possessing a 
certain universality and a value of its own, independent of 
religion. 

This last characteristic is to be seen in the Homeric poems, 
where the histories of the gods are already formed into secular 
legends and shorn of the majesty proper to sacred things. 
But in societies in which the horizon remained more limited . 
and life was less amiable, myths were envisaged with a serious- 
ness unknown in the Ionian society to which the Homeric 
poems were addressed. This is to be seen in the Theogony 
which is ascribed to Hesiod but, although it belongs to the 
Bocotian school of which he is the most distinguished repre- 
sentative, is probably, in its greater part, later than that 
poet by nearly a century, if not more. The author is interested 
in myths for their own sake and as a subject of knowledge. 
He tries to systematize all that is comparatively rational in 
the various mythical traditions, to compile methodically a 
complete body of knowledge with a view to education. Since 
his object is simplicity and universality, his work is already, 
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in that sense, scientific. And this theogony is also cosmogony ; 
the interest taken in the generations of the gods is dominated 
by the desire to explain the action of natural forces. Moreover, 
in the Works and Days the direct observation of nature already 
held a large place, and the Astronomy } ascribed to Hesiod 1s, 
no doubt, a very carly product of the Boeotian school. 

It is to the Muses that the poet turns for patronage. They 
know true things, and even their lies are related to truth. 
They speak to the intelligence and declare what is, what was, 
and what will be. They sing the “rules’’ or laws “ of all 
things,” going back to the very first principle.? “* Tell,” he 
bids them, “ of the sacred race of the immortals who are for 
ever, those who were born of the earth (Ge) and of the starry 
sky (Uranos) ... and those whom the salt sea (Pontos) 
reared. And say how first the gods and earth came into being, 
and the rivers and the boundless sea, with its rushing billows, 
and the shining stars and the broad sky beyond. ... And 
say how they divided their possessions and shared honours 
among them.” ? The answer to the question, which bears the 
stamp of scientific curiosity, is well known.4 At the beginning 
Chaos appeared; then, “ at once,’ Earth (Gaia), “ the sure 
foundation of all things,” and, in the depths of Earth, misty 
Tartaros ; and lastly Love (Eros), “‘ fairest among the im- 
mortal gods.” From Chaos, Erebos (darkness) and Night 
were born. Then Night gave birth to Ether (the upper air) and 
Day (Hemera), whose father was Erebos. Earth, in her turn, 
gave birth first to the starry sky (Uranos), ‘* equal to her, that 
he may cover her altogether,’ and then to the great Mountains 
and the Sea (Pontos), “ without any desired love.” Lastly, 
of her union with the Sky the river Ocean was born. Cronos 
and Rheia, the children of Earth and Sky, were the parents 
of Zeus. So the Olympian gods were the last born; the 
natural forces, as Aristotle observed,® were earlier than the 
powers whose function it was to govern them. 

Though still incapable of rising to abstractions without 
personifying them, the poet nevertheless distinguishes more 
or less between these personifications and real forces. He 
may represent nature in a social aspect, as a domain or body 
of wealth which is apportioned, and its forces as offices or 


1 LXVIL, ch. 68a. 2 27 ff., 32, 37-8, 45, 66 ff. 3 105-13. 
“116 ff, 5 Metaph., N. 4, 1091 b 4 ff, 


REPRESENTATION OF THE UNIVERSE 27 


honours, he may speak of the “lot” (uoipa) and the fate of 
things, but in this there is at least the sense of a distribution 
by classes and a well-regulated order. Lastly, in seeking out 
filiations from the original stock downwards, he is trying to 
perceive a relationship of subordination among realities, to 
discover a common foundation of things which shall serve as 
a basis for all later becoming, an inner principle of production 
whereby things shall preserve their properties by heredity, and 
which shall be permanently organized into a system of stable 
relationships. Afterwards rational thought did no more than 
continue this endeavour of mythical theogony and cosmogony ; 
in transforming it by a change in direction, it gave the illusion 
of an entircly new and almost spontaneous creation, whereas 
it merely developed a germ already existing. 

Even more justly than in the case of the Hesiodic Theogony, 
we may be content with quite a brief survey of the other 
cosmogonies. They do not differ from it in their gencral 
tendencics, and it is these which especially interest us. Be- 
sides, the evidence by which we know them is very incomplete, 
or belongs to a time very distant from that in which they were 
composed. 

What we know of the cosmogony expounded in the VIth 
eentury by Pherecydes of Syros,! in a prose work entitled 
Theology, or, more enigmatically, the Five Secret Places 
(wrevréuvxos), comes mainly from Eudemos, that is, from a 
good Peripatetic source, and from an Egyptian papyrus of 
the IIIrd century with which a quotation of Clement of 
Alexandria agrees. It contains an original novelty—above 
Chthonia, who will become the earth, and Chronos, who 
appears to be, not timc, but the lower part of the sky, from 
which fire, wind, and water are born, it places Zas or Zeus, the 
principle of life, the organizer and craftsman of the universe. 
To accomplish his demiurgic work, he changes himself into 
Eros, and, on a winged oak, perhaps the osseous framework 
of the world floating in space, he spreads the nuptial veil on 
which he will embroider the plan of the earth and that of 
Ocean, with its dwellings. In the end, Zas must triumph over 
the evil forces of nature, and the five families of gods born of 
the three eternal beings, under the leadership of Chronos, 
fight a battle against the serpent Ophioneus and his army ; 
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by their victory they secure possession of the sky, and the 
monsters are hurled into Ocean. Evidently it was not these 
stories which caused Aristotle to count Pherecydes among the 
‘‘ theologians’? in whom all is not mythical.1. But, if one 
remembers that he was a contemporary of Anaximandros, it 
is possible that he accompanied his myths with explanations 
taken from science. Except in the case of Acusilaos, whose 
prose Genealogies seem to have been a mere copy of Hesiod, 
this hypothesis may apply also to the cosmogonies which 
tradition attaches to the names of Epimenides? (probably 
Solon’s celebrated Cretan contemporary) and the poet 
Musacos,® but which were probably composed in the second 
half of the VIth century by Onomacritos, the court poet of 
the Peisistratids. It was natural that the compiler should be 
tempted to adapt them to new tendencies, and, indeed, the 
part played by Air in Epimenides’ system betrays the influence 
of Anaximenes. 

The same is probably true of the Orphie cosmogonies, 
which are earlicr than Homer according to tradition, but are 
also said to have been collected and edited by Onomacritos. 
There are several versions of them: (i) that of Eudemos the 
Peripatetic, which is already implied in certain passages of 
Plato and Aristotle,4 and is very similar to the Hesiodic 
cosmogony (Night taking the place of Chaos); (ii) that which 
is supposed to be found in the Argonautica of Apollonios of 
Rhodes (1. 494-512), which recalls Pherecydes; (iii) that 
ascribed to the logographer Hellanicos of Lesbos (middle of 
the Vth century), on whom so many forgerics have been 
fathered, and to a mysterious Hieronymos. In these works 
Platonic and, still more, Stoic influence is visible, mingled with 
elements of Ionian physics. The origin of things is water and 
a muddy matter, from which the earth issued. Of their union 
a monster was born, Chronos or Heracles, unaging time, to 
whom is added Adrasteia, necessity, which is incorporeal. 
Chronos-Heracles manufactures an enormous egg, the two 
halves of which are the sky and the earth. There is mention 
of an incorporeal god, winged and monstrous, and of another 
god, the orderer of things, who is called the First-born (Proto- 


1 Metaph., N. 4, 1091 b 9. 2 Theogony or Oracles, ypnopol. 

8 Theogony or evuornia. 

4 Plato, Crat.,402b; Tim., 40d ff.; Arist., Metaph., A. 6, 1071 b 27; De An., 
i. 5, 412 b 25. 
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gonos), or Zeus, or Pan; (iv) that which Damascios, to whom 
we also owe a fairly confused account of the first and third,! 
calls Customary Orphic Theology or Rhapsodies, often regarded 
as the oldest, in spite of all the marks of later influences which 
it bears. Here we find the image of the egg again. The god 
who comes out of it is sometimes called Phanes, the luminous 
god, sometimes Metis, intelligence, and sometimes Ericepaeos. 
This obscure denomination perhaps signifies the lot reserved 
for Phanes, for he will “‘ soon be devoured ”’ by Zeus, who, by 
an act of mystical communion, thus assimilates wisdom. 
Thereby he becomes the beginning of a new gencration of 
gods, the last of whom is Zagreus, who, devoured in his turn 
by the Titans, is reborn as Dionysos. It is with this version 
that the famous Orphic formulas seem to be connected : “‘ At 
the sixth generation stop the order of your hymn,” and, again, 
‘* Zeus 1s the head, the middle, and it is from Zeus that all 
proceeds ”’ ; he is ‘‘ the beginning, the middle, and the end.” 2 

To try to interpret these myths is as hazardous an under- 
taking as to try to date them. They are complex products of 
the adaptation of legend to the notions claborated in a more 
or less systematic manner by science and philosophy ; how- 
ever, they tell us something about the state of mind which 
opened the road to these last. The myths, living on by the 
side of science and philosophy, preserved, as an object for the 
erudite curiosity of the mythographers, some fanciful elements, 
which had not yet been assimilated and now had no chance 
of ever being assimilated. Lastly, the images which they 
contained continued, as we see in Plato and the Stoics. to 
supply philosophy with a rich fund of symbolical representa- 
tions, with which to treat the problems before which science 
failed. - 

With this problem goes that of the historical origins of this 
first attempt to explain nature.? It involves two questions. 
First of all, do the Greek myths come from Oriental myths ? 
For a long time resemblances have been pointed out between 
the cosmogonic images of the Greeks and those of India (the 
hig-Veda), Babylonia (the Poem of the Creation), and Egypt 
(the Book of the Dead). But similar resemblances are found in 
Scandinavian and Polynesian myths, and one must therefore 


1 De Princ., 123 (2), 124. 2 LXVIM, ch. 66, B. 1 and 6. 
3 See the volumes about the East in the History of Civilization. 


80 ORIGINS 


allow that they need not be explained by direct influence, but 
rather, as we have seen, by a similar reaction of the collective 
mind, according to laws which are still but little known, to 
similar realities of nature. We should have to establish 
filiation with certainty, and we are a long way from being in 
a position to do so. 

Much more important is the other question: was the 
change in spirit and methods effected by Greek science due to 
the influence of an Oriental science already existing? If we 
answer in the affirmative, we at once overthrow all that has 
just been said regarding the evolution of Greek science from 
the mythical cosmogonies of Grecce itself. The question is 
complex, and particularly delicate. 

No doubt, it is chiefly in the Neo-Pythagoreans or the 
Neo-Platonists, in Philon the Jew or the Christian writers, that 
we meet with the most definite assertions regarding the debt 
of Greek philosophy to the East, and especially to the sacred 
books of the Jews. Plato, said Numenios, was ‘‘ a Moses who 
talked Greck,’’ and Clement of Alexandria called him ‘‘ the 
Judaizing philosopher.” But as carly as the time of Hero- 
dotos,! and, later, in that of Plato and Aristotle, the Greeks 
spoke readily of the wisdom of Egypt, of Babylon, and even 
of India. From that wisdom came astronomy; Egypt, where 
the priestly class enjoyed the leisure for disinterested study, 
was, according to Aristotle,* the cradle of mathematical 
teaching. It was generally accepted that the very founders of 
Greck science, Thales and Pythagoras, merely imported it 
from Egypt, as Kudcemos says of the former and Isocrates of 
the latter.3 Pythagoras, according to Aristoxenos, that store- 
house of Pythagorean tradition, went to visit Zaratas (Zoro- 
aster, Zarathustra).4 The encyclopaedic knowledge of Demo- 
critos was explained by travels to India, where he met the 
Gymnosophists (fakirs), to Chaldaea and Egypt, where he 
met Magi and pricsts, to Persia, and to Ethiopia.5 

Whatever truth there may be in these statements, at 
least it cannot be denied that the Greeks were keen travellers, 
and that, by seaways and caravan-routes, communications 
may have been established between Ionia on the one hand and 


1 ii. 4, 109. 2 Metaph., A. 1, 981 b 23. 
3 Fr, 84 (LXV, ch. 1, A. 11); Isoer., Bustris, 28 (ibid.., ch. 4, A. 4). 
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Egypt, Phoenicia, and Babylon on the other, as between these 
latter regions and India or China. But all those who, in 
antiquity, in the Renaissance, at the end of the XVIIIth 
century, or in the XIXth, have argued more or less convinc- 
ingly that such communications existed, have neglected two 
questions. Does the older civilization necessarily have the 
more advanced science ? Did not difficulties of understanding 
inevitably confine exchanges to matters which had nothing 
at all to do with science ? The only means of judging what 
the East may have given to Greck science in its infancy is to 
determine the nature of Oriental science from the monuments 
of it which have survived. 

Let us see some of these monuments. For the Babylonians, 
there are the cunciform inscriptions of Senkereh (calculations 
of squares and cubes), that known as the Hincks inscription, 
which shows the peculiarities of their system of numeration, 
on a basis of 60 and on a basis of 10, and the predictions of 
eclipses, based on the cycle of 228 lunations, the mere relation 
of which proves how adventurous they were. For Egypt, 
there is the Calculator’s Handbook of Ahmes, doubtless dating 
from the first half of the XVIJth century b.c. (the Rhind 
Papyrus), which gives the distribution of rations, problems of 
pay, the assessment of the food-return of grain, tables of con- 
cordance for measures, and some other numcrical calculations 
not connected with their practical application—all processes 
of calculation revealing a clumsiness which bears witness to 
the absence of any general conception of the rules. There is, 
too, the fragment of papyrus from Kahun which goes back, 
perhaps, to over twenty centuries before our era, and gives 
calculations probably connected with the properties of the 
triangle whose sides are in the ratio of 8, 4, and 5. The 
knowledge of those properties may have been the chief 
foundation of the science of the mysterious harpedonaptai or 
line-stretchers, mentioned in a text ascribed, perhaps wrongly, 
to Democritos.1_ For the exact orientation of a temple on 
the cardinal points, a perpendicular had to be constructed on 
the north-south line. Now, they had observed that if you 
pegged out a triangle so that the pegs were at distances from 
each other in a ratio of 5, 4, and 8, you got a right angle. The 
Chinese had made the same observation, and so, perhaps, had 
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the Hindus, although the Culvasutras, in which we find it, are 
doubtless less ancient than was supposed. 

Now, is there anything in all this beyond observations 
suggested by practical problems ? For example, it is observed 
from experience that 5*=47+ 3, and men even have the 
curiosity to make similar calculations on other squares. But 
between that observation, with the mathematical games to 
which it may have given rise, and a demonstration of the 
properties of the right-angled triangle there is a whole abyss. 
So there is between the observations inspired in the astrologers 
by political interests and the disinterested search for an 
explanation of astronomical phenomena. Never, so far as we 
know, in all its centuries of existence, and even after coming 
into contact with the science of the Greeks, did Oriental 
science go beyond utilitarian interest and curiosity about 
details, to rise to pure speculation and the determination of 
principles. Plato was right when, in an often-quoted passage,? 
he forcibly contrasted the spirit of the Egyptians or Phoenicians 
with that of the Grecks with reference to the same branches 
of knowledge—on the one side, desire for gain and a kind of 
industrious cleverness, and on the other the desire to know. 
What the earliest Greek scientists may have received from 
the East, thercfore, was the accumulated material of ages of 
experience, so many questions for disinterested reflection to 
answer. Without these, Greek science might perhaps not 
have been constituted, and in this sense one cannot speak of 
a Greek miracle. But, on the other hand, instead of aiming 
immediately at action, these first scientists sought for the 
rational explanation ; it was in that and in speculation that 
they found, indirectly, the secret of action. That is the new 
point of view from which our science has risen. 


1 Rep., iv. 485 e ff.; cf. Laws, v. 747 b-c. 


BOOK TWO 
SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY 
CHAPTER | 
THE SCHOOL OF MILETOS 


In several places Aristotle lays stress on the difference between 
those whom he calls the ‘“ theologians,’” who treat science 
under the form of myth, and the philosophers or “ physiolo- 
gists,’ who sct forth their reasons “‘ in a demonstrative form,” 
whose wisdom, being of a more human kind, does not, like 
that of the others, affect an air of lordly solemnity, and seeks 
less to satisfy itself than to communicate itself to others. On 
both sides, the thinkers whom he thus contrasts are in his 
eyes the earliest thinkers. Now, the founder of the philosophy 
which he ascribes to the first philosophers was Thales.1_ This 
formal and repeated testimony of Aristotle is not contradicted, 
but rather confirmed, by Theophrastos.2 For even though 
the latter declares that Thales had predecessors whom he 
merely surpassed, yet by including Prometheus among those 
predecessors he implicitly recognizes the originality of Thales. 
So, even if Thales is the continuer of the theogony-writers, 
even if he did not radically change the direction of their efforts, 
yet he is at least, for us as for Aristotle, the first who trans- 
formed the methods of research and exposition in their spirit. 

Moreover, with Thales, it seems, the first succession of 
philosophers begins. From him to Anaximandros and 
Anaximenes there is a tradition, all the more manifest that it 
is maintained in one city. There were in Greece at a very 
early date schools of sculptors, architects, physicians, and 
thapsodes. There may also have been schools of theologians. 
But the tradition preserved in them was in a way external to 
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them. On the other hand, the characteristic of the first 
philosophical schools, which were study-centres and research- 
groups contemporary with the beginnings of science, seems to 
have been that community and continuity of effort were not 
bound by tradition, but merely supported by it, while that 
effort continued to be personal and free. No doubt, these 
early schools had none of the complex organization and clearly 
defined status which we find after the foundation of the 
Academy. But already we see several men meeting, under 
the leadership of one of them, to devote themselves to labours 
which, even if their ultimate object was practical, were none 
the less speculative. Collaboration made a division of labour 
possible, without which we could hardly understand certain 
undertakings on a large scale, which we shall discuss later. 
There was no danger of discoverics being lost, and free progress 
became possible without any fear of the same ground needing 
to be covered twice. We must not, therefore, accuse the doxo- 
graphers of anachronism when, following Theophrastos, they 
say of a pre-Socratic philosopher that he was the ‘“‘ companion ” 
(eraipos), ‘intimate ”’ (yvwpiuos), ‘ pupil,” or ‘ successor” of 
another rather carlier philosopher, or, although it is some- 
times chronologically impossible, that he “ participated ’’ in 
his teaching. It should be added that for a long time the 
collective work of the association hid the personal contribution 
of individuals in an obscurity which the historian has great 
difficulty in piercing. Only a few great names, almost sym- 
bolical, emerge from that darkness. In this respect there is 
no example more significant than that of the Pythagoreans. 
In any case, it is not under the vague denomination of 
‘“Jonians "° that we must class our first philosophers ; they 
form the School of Miletos. 

That the first of these organized corporations of scientists 
should have been founded in Miletos is perhaps not mere 
ehance. It was then the busiest and richest city of Ionia, 
where civilization was already far more advanced than in any 
part of Greece Proper. Its power extended to the southern 
shores of the Euxine, where it had founded colonies. Its good 
relations with the Lydian princes brought it indirectly into 
touch with the Babylonian and Egyptian civilizations. It 
had its temple at Naucratis, and the court of Sardis attracted 
the most distinguished Ionians; it is probable that Thales 
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played an important part under Croesus. Lastly, Miletos, a 
very ancient Cretan colony, had a share in the oldest Hellenic 
civilization, the Minoan. 


I 


THALES 


There are doubts about the origin of the man of bold 
initiative who founded that first school, Thales of Miletos. 
Werc his ancestors Cadmeians of Bocotia, and so of Phoenician 
and Semitic stock ? Did they come from Caria or Crete ? 
In any case, they had long been Hellenized. There is hardly 
less uncertainty about his chronology. One has laboriously 
to combine data, each of which is itself the result of similar 
combinations, effected artificially on materials which have not 
been subjected to any critical test.1 His akme is marked, 
according to Apollodoros, by his alleged prediction, so often 
mentioned from Herodotos onwards, of the total eclipse of the 
sun which is said to have occurred during a battle between 
the Lydians and the Medes. But was this the eclipse of the 
30th September, 610, or that of the 21st July, 597, or that of 
the 28th May, 584? The last datc is generally preferred, but 
there are still many difficulties. Without going into these 
discussions in detail, it will suffice to say that Thales seems 
to have lived somewhere between the last third of the VIIth 
century and the middle of the VIth. 

Plato relates? that Thales, walking one day with his 
eyes upon the sky, fell into a well and so aroused the mirth 
of a Thracian servant-girl who happened to be near. This 
is a symbolic anecdote which hardly agrees with our other 
evidence ; for that presents Thalcs to us as anything but a 
purely speculative spirit. He was a statesman, who tried to 
unite the Ionian cities in a defensive confederacy against the 
Persians. He was a military engineer in the service of Croesus, 
and is said to have diverted the course of the River Halys 
by a loop canal. A story told by Aristotle does honour to 
his commercial aptitude: in the winter he foresaw, by his 
science, a big olive-harvest, and accordingly hired all the 
oil-presses in the district at a low price, to sublet them at a 

1 See on the method of Apollodoros, above, pp. 14-15. 2 Theaet., 174 a. 
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profit, when the time came, to the landowners who were 
overwhelmed by their harvest. Lastly, even if the old poem 
entitled the Nautical Astrology is not his, at least tradition 
seems to admit that he based nautical instructions on his 
astronomical observations, for the use of the navigators of 
his country. Was it this practical trend of his speculative 
activity which prevented him from writing? It is at any 
rate remarkable that, even in ancient times, no work was 
attributed to him without being contested, and that no 
fragment of him survives, except one forgery hardly earlier 
than our era. All that Aristotle says about him is based on 
tradition, and perhaps one which was more or less reshaped 
in the Vth century. 

What we know of Thales’ work has two sides—science 
and philosophy. As to the first, we are told that he could 
measure from the top of a tower the distance of ships at 
sea, and reckon the height of a pyramid from the length of 
its shadow at a certain moment, or by comparing, wherever 
the sun might be, two triangles of shadow. But had he a 
theoretical knowledge of the geometrical propositions on the 
equality of triangles, which these practical methods pre- 
suppose ? He is credited, it is true, with sevcral theorems. 
But it is unlikely that he went beyond the point of view of 
Egyptian or Babylonian science, or caused geometry to make 
the decisive advance which it was to owe, rather later, to 
the Pythagorcans. The same is the case with his astronomy, 
and especially with his famous prediction of the solar eclipse. 
It was made, Herodotos says, for the year, without mentioning 
whether the eclipse would be visible at a particular point on 
the earth, and must have had a purely empirical basis, like 
the similar predictions of the Chaldaean astrologers. Thales 
had the luck to be right, and in connexion with a memorable 
event—that was all. 

The philosophical part of Thales’ work—that is, his 
physical theory, his doctrine of the principle which produces 
things and causes them to develop, physis, introduces us, on 
the other hand, to something quite new, in respect both of 
Eastern science and of the old cosmogony. First of all, the 
spirit of inquiry is quite different. The idea of a permanent 
foundation and a matter which is the origin of becoming, 


1 See, below, the revival of Thales’ doctrine by Hippon. 
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which was already implicitly present in the cosmogonics, is 
for the first time brought to the fore by Thales in a manner 
which strikes the mind of Aristotle. In a most important 
passage, the terms of which really belong to his own vocabu- 
lary,! he gives a precise definition of the conception of which 
Thales was the original author: something exists which is 
the original principle of the generation of everything else, to 
which everything clse returns by corruption, which subsists 
without change under the diversity and changing of the 
qualitics which affect it, and which is the element or im- 
perishable matter of all things; for Thales, this “ nature ” 
(physis) is watcr. So, instead of explaining the diversity of 
the real by anthropomorphic representations and linking it 
in the end with the impenetrable mystcry of Chaos or the 
obscurity of Night, Thales gives it as its foundation and 
principle a reality of experience. Far from regarding his 
doctrine as a mere extension of cosmogony or a rejuvenation 
of the Homeric legend, Aristotle combats those who interpret 
it so. If one likes, he says, one can make Ocean and Tethys 
the first parents of generation, and say that the gods swear 
by Styx and that, since that by which one swears is that 
which has the most dignity, water is the noblest and most 
ancient of things ; but what Thales said has quite a different 
meaning. 

His method, too, is different. The cosmogonic legend 
was a narrative; Thales wishes to give reasons. That is 
what Aristotle knows, and what Theophrastos says ? when 
he defines his method as an induction which, from the facts 
given in sensation, rises to the universal proposition. It 
does not, thcrefore, much matter that Thales’ reasons— 
moisture of the sced and of the nutriment, warm vapours 
rising from moisture—are taken by Aristotle from later 
expositions. Many other reasons as well presented them- 
selves to his observation—for example, the silting up of the 
rivers of his country and the constant encroachment of the 
land on the sea, to say nothing of the Delta and the inunda- 
tions of the Nile. He saw, or thought that he saw, that 
everything comes from a transformation of water and after- 





’ Metaph., A. 3,983 b 6-21. 2 Ibid., b 27,984a3. % LXV, ch. 1, A. 13. 
M etaph., 983 b 22-7. Note, too, that he knows what is due to Hippon, and 
does not ascribe’ it to Thales (De An., i. 2, 405 b 1). 
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wards returns to water, and then he extended the results of 
that observation, by a very bold analogy, to the whole of 
things. 

There remain a few propositions whose connexion with 
his fundamental proposition is not known to us. The first, 
however, is, according to Aristotle, a consequence of it; it 
was, he says, because water is the principle of all things that 
Thales declared that ‘‘ the earth is on the water,” resting 
and floating on it like a piece of wood; hence its stability. 
A similar representation is to be found in one of the Egyptian 
cosmological myths. But that is not sufficient ground for 
supposing a real influence, still less for reconstructing Thales’ 
whole cosmology on that basis.! 

In the other propositions there are, unless Aristotle has 
forced the meaning, indications of a general view on the very 
essence of things. According to some, he says, soul is mingled 
with the whole world, all through, and “ that is perhaps why 
also’’ Thales thought that “everything is full of gods.” 
Elsewhere he says, “‘ It seems, from all accounts, that Thales 
admitted that the soul is a moving power, if it is true that 
he said of the loadstone that it has a soul because it moves 
iron.’ ? Under the influence of Stoic thought, others went 
even further than Aristotle in the analogical interpretation 
of these formulas. But, if they are authentic, we are justified 
in inferring from them that, in Thales’ view, matter is living 
and animated ; that, through the water which is in all things, 
an activity of divine nature is always present in matter, 
although not always manifested by it. For the first formula 
goes beyond the apophthegms of the Seven Sages, and the 
second does not imply that the magnet is the only material 
body which has a soul. It does not matter that, in Thales’ 
time, men were still unable to distinguish between matter 
and mind. That his doctrine was a protest against the 
common experience which contrasts life with the apparent 
inertia of matter is sufficient ground for calling it a form of 
Hylozoism. 


1 As in LXX, 69, 70 ff. * De An.,i. 5,411 a7; 2, 405 a 19. 


THE SCHOOL OF MILETOS 39 


II 
ANAXIMANDROS 


After Thales, the direction of the School of Miletos passed, 
about the middle of the VIth century, into the hands of 
Anaximandros. Of his life we know nothing which is not 
suspect of confusion. Of the many works attributed to him, 
only one seems authentic, and he is said to have been sixty- 
four years old when he published it. It is entitled On Nature 
(rept dvcews), but this tithe was probably given to it after 
Aristotle’s time, like all the similar titles of works ascribed 
to the pre-Socratic philosophers. This book, of which we 
have a fragment, seems to have survived fairly late; if 
Aristotle and Theophrastos had it before them, we can under- 
stand why they spoke more of the doctrine of Anaximandros 
than of that of Thales. 

Of the special contributions to the progress of science 
ascribed to him, the authority for many is uncertain—the 
invention, or introduction into Ionia, of the gnomon or sundial 
(the scientific use of which is said to have led him to discover 
the obliquity of the Zodiac), the construction of a celestial 
globe, and other things. It is at least probable that he was 
the first to think of making a map of the world, an idea which 
must have been the result of preparatory work done collec- 
tively in the school. Whatever place this undertaking may 
hold in the total of his scientific activity, what interests the 
history of thought is rather his attempt to construct a 
systematic representation of the universe. 

The earth, instead of resting on a support, as Thales 
supposed, hangs in the middle of the sky, at an equal distance 
from everything else. It is shaped like a pillar (7.c. a cylinder), 
its height being one-third of its breadth, so that it is stable. 
We occupy the uppermost section. The stars are circles, or 
rather flat cylinders like chariot-wheels without spokes, in 
the air surrounding the earth. Inside they are full of fire. A 
“felting ”’ of “‘compressed”’ air, which envelops this fire, is 
bored, on the felloc, but in the plane of the whecl, with 
passages like “ pipes,’ through which the internal fire escapes 
as if through ‘‘ mouthpieces,” “‘ air-holes,” or ‘‘ bellows.” It 
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is this igneous expiration which we see. Every eclipse of the 
light of the stars, including the phases of the moon, is therefore 
to be explained either by the total or partial stoppage of the 
orifices, or by the revolution of the wheel, which does not 
always present them towards us. Anaximandros is said to 
have been the first to make researches into the distances and 
relative size of the stars, or rather of the cireles which con- 
stitute the orbits of the sun, the moon, the sky of the fixed 
stars, and that of the planets. Whatever uncertaintics and 
gaps there may be in our evidence regarding this astronomical 
system, three things seem to be certain. First, the circle of 
the sun was held to be the most distant. Secondly, reckonings 
dealt with the ratio of the section of the terrestrial cylinder 
to the orifice through which the fire appeared and to the 
circumference of the sidereal wheel outside the felloe ; in the 
case of the sun, for example, that circumference was twenty- 
seven times as great as that of the earth, while the orifice 
itself was equal to it. Lastly, the figures obtained were not 
based on observation, but were sacred numbers, 3 (the 
circumference of the carth), 9, 18, 27, which were, moreover, 
held in great honour in the cosmogonies. 

Whatever we may think of this coinciding of sacred 
numbers and astronomical figures, and uncertain as its exact 
signification is, the scientific character of the investigations 
of Anaximandros is already apparent, and it is seen again in 
his attempt to explain how our world was formed, and what 
place it holds in the totality of things. But, since the totality 
of things is derived from the principle, we must first speak 
of the principle, and therefore consider his philosophical 
teaching. His principle is the Infinite (ro dzretpoy), a reality 
which cannot, without jeopardizing the existence of every- 
thing else, be any particular thing, such as water or fire ;_ nor 
docs it seem, in spite of what has been said to the contrary,} 
to be an intermediate substance between one element and 
another, since the unknown physicists to whom Aristotle 
ascribes this conception describe the process of the derivation 
of things from the principle downwards in a manner directly 
contrary to the conception of Anaximandros. First, it is an 
original principle, “‘ unengendered and imperishable,’ which 
‘contains and directs all things,” the condition of the ‘ un- 

1 LXXI, § 15. 
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failing perpetuity of generations’’—in short, somcthing 
infinite in size, and at the same time undetermined in quality, 
but, being an universal container, not to be defined merely 
as absolute virtuality. It is, in addition, that ‘‘ from which ”’ 
all things emanate and “‘to which” they return “ by the 
eternal movement,’ } which certainly seems, when one 
considers the oppositions and comparisons established by 
Aristotle in this matter, to be a process of separation and re- 
union of contraries, the original form of which must be a 
whirling chaos. Hercin, without any doubt, Anaximandros 
is on the road which will late: lead to a mechanical conception 
of becoming. But, on the other hand, in so far as his principle 
is a single substance, infinite in size and destitute of specifica- 
tion, he is dynamic in tendency. A precise distinction and 
contrasting of these two conceptions of becoming would have 
required an analysis of concepts from which men were still 
a long way. 

Now let us see how things formed, starting from the 
Infinite, as from a new Chaos. The first separation which 
takes place in the bosom of the “ eternal’”’ causes Hot and 
Cold to appear. ‘“‘ Consequently,” a “sphere of flame ”’ is 
formed round the circumterrestrial air, like the bark round 
a tree. Then this sphere of flame breaks, and the fragments 
so produced are thereupon enclosed in circles, which are the 
stars. It is a bold notion, but so fragmentary and based on 
such scanty knowledge that it cannot be compared to the 
hypothesis of Laplace, although it reminds one of the part 
of that hypothesis concerning the rings of Saturn. Moreover, 
there is much obscurity in the evidence. If the carth and the 
air surrounding it, which are older than the “sphere of 
flame,”’ come from Cold, as the sphere of flame comes from 
Hot, must not water be yet older than they ? This must be 
the meaning of the statement of a doxographer,? that “the 
eternal movement is more ancient than the water of Thales.” 
The action of Hot must have produced exhalations in the 
water, from which come the air and the movement of the 
winds, while the remainder, steadily drying up, forms the 
earth with the sea.® This increasing differentiation in change, 

1 Infinity in size being admitted, this cannot be the daily movement, as is 


supposed in LIV, 575 ff., and LXX, 88. 
4 LXVILL ch. 2, A. 12. 8 Ibid., A. 27. 
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characteristic of a doctrine of evolution, also appears in the 
remarkable explanation which Anaximandros gives of the 
origins of life and the process by which living beings have 
gradually succeeded in adapting themselves to changes in 
their environment—a distant foreshadowing of transformism. 
The first living creatures were formed in the primitive moisture 
in consequence of evaporation, and therefore in a mixture 
of earth, air, and water. At the beginning, all were like fish 
and enveloped in a scaly membrane. As they grew older, they 
rose to the region which was already dry, where, dropping 
their shells, they continued to live, but not for long. Man, 
therefore, is descended from animals specifically different from 
himself. If he had at the beginning been such as we see him 
now, incapable of providing for his own sustenance, how would 
he have survived ? Therefore other creatures, of the nature 
of fish, must for a long time have borne him within them, 
just as certain dog-fish keep their young in their mouths, 
until the day when he was able to appear on the earth and 
live there by his own resources. 

In truth, all this evolution concerns only our world, and 
it is very probable that Anaximandros held that the Infinite 
gave birth, in the bosom of the eternal movement, to other 
skies and other worlds, infinite in number and, it seems, 
co-existent, but separated by such vast distances that they 
are born and die unknown to one another.! If he called them 
gods, therefore, it was not in the same sense as the Infinite, 
their unengendered, imperishable principle, the seat of the 
eternal movement, embracing and governing everything. 
Being thus incorporated in the principle, as in the doctrine 
of Thales, the divine power is transformed into a natural 
necessity. But it does not entirely lose its mythical character, 
just as the cyclic rhythm of generations and corruptions still 
has a social aspect, that of the compensations for which 
injustice calls. ‘‘ That from which all that exists arises,”’ 
Anaximandros says in strikingly poetic language, “is also 
that towards which corruption proceeds, by necessity; for 
living beings pay to one another the penalty and reparatiofi 
of their injustice, following the order of time.’ In other 
words, the conflict of the contraries Hot and Cold gives rise 
to a whole balanced system of compensations. Heat, for 


1 Cf. LXXI, § 18, where the discussion seems convincing. 
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example, drinks up the water of the earth, and the vapours 
give it back in rain. But a day will come when, the earth 
being completely dry and ceasing to nourish the air with its 
vapours, Hot will make Cold and Wet pay for the outrages 
which it has suffered from them. So, after evolution comes 
dissolution ; the worlds return to the Infinite and, a new 
compensation, the cycle begins again. It is possible that we 
have here the mark of the pessimistic and mystical specula- 
tions of Orphicism.4 But there is more than that. The 
combination of all our data seems too strong for us to be 
able to deny the profoundly rationalistic spirit of this cos- 
mology, a bold and systematic doctrine, sometimes even 
prophetic, precise and vigorous in its thought. No doubt, 
the scantiness of our knowledge about Thales forbids us to 
estimate exactly the originality of Anaximandros in relation 
to his master. But, in relation to what we know, it is 
undeniably very great. 


IIl 
ANAXIMENES 


The last representative of the School of Miletos known to 
us is Anaximenes, who succeeded Anaximandros. Of his 
life, which seems to have ended about twenty years before 
the close of the VII[th century, we know only one thing— 
that he wrote, in Ionic prose and, unlike his predecessor, in 
very simple language, a book of which we have only a very 
short authentic fragment. What the doxographers say of 
his teaching seems to come from a special treatise which 
Theophrastos devoted to him, and in any case is sufficiently 
consistent to allow of a fairly comprehensive exposition, 
starting from the principle. 

His principle, like that of Thales, is an observable reality, 
but it is air, and that air is infinite, so that the principle of 
Anaximandros is placed in the domain of experience. Why 
air? Not so much, perhaps, because air is what most easily 
changes its condition,” for water presented the same advantages 


Cf. XLIL, 93 ff. Physi ity i 
FOP Ei carn cera ysics seem to have held less place than morality in 


* Simplicius, De Caelo, 273 b 45, Heiberg’s ed. 
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for the hypothesis, but rather, no doubt, because, whereas 
water falls if it is not supported, air is self-sufficient in this 
respect, and, morcover, seems to have an unlimited diffusion. 
Another reason may be that Anaximenes wants the world 
to be a living thing, subject to birth and death, and, therefore, 
wants it to breathe. This reasoning by analogy is suggested 
by a fragment :+ “ Our soul, because it is of air, is in each 
of us a principle of union ”’ (1.e., it makes the unity of the 
individual); ‘‘so, too, breath or air contains the whole 
world ”’ (and makes its unity). Secondly, it seems ? that the 
infinity of this determinate substance can only be infinity 
of size; it cannot be indeterminate in quality as the 
Infinite of Anaximandros could. So, when we are told that 
air manifests itself to our senses only by heat, cold, wetness, 
movement, ete., and not when it is perfectly homogencous, 
we must understand by that an apparent indeterminatencss, 
relative to ourselves. 

The originality of Anaximenes docs not le in a more 
precise assertion of the unity of matter,’ for that is the whole 
meaning of the doctrine of his two predecessors. His originality 
is rather in his conception of the rclationship of things to 
the principle from which they are derived and to which they 
return. For, according to him, every change is produced by 
“‘ condensations ”’ or “ rarefactions ” of the air, according as 
it “contracts”? or “relaxes.” So a single causc, by the 
uniform action of its specific propertics, is sufficient to account 
for every variety of phenomenon. The process of separation 
asserted by Anaximandros accorded so little with the oneness 
of matter, that in the end his principle came to be regarded 
as a complex mixture of everything. The explanation of 
Anaximenes, on the contrary, made a remarkable advance 
towards clarity in the conception of change. Perhaps this is 
the sole reason of the favour which his doctrine won and 
enjoyed for a long time. 

To the condensation of the air he ascribed cold; to its 
rarefaction, heat. For when we blow air from our mouths, 
it is cold if we press it with our lips and make it compact, 


1 LXXI, §28. 
® Contrary to the opinion in LEX, 146-9. The statement of Pscudo-Plutarch 


(A. 6, beg.) on which this opinion is based is very difficult to explain, if, instead of 
Tw wey yéver dreipov, one does not read rw pev meyeOeu . . . 
3 LXX, 158-63. 


THK SCHOOL OF MILETOS 45 


and hot if we open our mouths wide and let it expand.! 
Fire is rarefied air; the winds are the condensation of part of 
the air, driven by less dense air; if the air is “‘ compressed ” 
and thickened, it becomes clouds, which, by a process of 
condensation, turn into rain, ete.; the most complete con- 
densation of water produces earth, and then rocks. This 
distension and compression, which cause the consistency of 
the air to vary in degree, are, in a sense, mechanical phenomena, 
producing separations and reunions of parts, and the air is, 
like the Infinite of Anaximandros, moved by an “ eternal 
movement.’’ Moreover, the air is a living power, for it is a 
god. This is another instance of the absence of any distinction, 
in the early thinkers, between the mechanical and dynamic 
points of view. 

Without dwelling on the particularly thorny question, 
whether Anaximenes held,? like his predecessor, that there are 
countless worlds, it will be enough if we consider his opinions 
on the formation and structure of our own universe. The 
earth seems to have come first. For it to be stable and able 
to resist the pressure of the air on which it rests, it must be 
a vast, absolutely flat surface, like a table. Instead of 
dividing the air, it lies on it like a hd, compelling its mass 
to remain compact and motionless. By the increasing rare- 
faction of vapours as they rise further from the earth, the 
stars are formed. Yet it seems that they are, in part, of an 
earthy nature, or at least surrounded by invisible earthy 
bodies, by which all the interceptions of their ight may be 
explained. It is certain, in any case, that they, too, are 
supported by the air, like “ painted pictures ”’ or “‘ leaves of 
fire.’ But the comparison which Anaximenes seems to have 
used in speaking of the moving stars was that of ‘ mill- 
stones,” whose revolution round the earth on a horizontal 
plane was also compared, though the relationship between 
the two images is not clear, to a cap rotating round a head. 
Other stars, on the contrary, are like “‘ nails fixed on the 
crystalline surface’; the existence of the fixed stars, which, 
giving no heat, must be the most distant stars, is, therefore, 
definitely recognized, and morcover, in this conception of a 
solid, transparent celestial sphere, Anaximenes shows himself 
the originator of ancient astronomy. 


1 LXV, B. 1. 2 As is maintained in LXXI, §30. 
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Did the School of Miletos disappear with Anaximenes ? 
It may be doubted. Certainly the advance of Persian do- 
minion in Ionia must have created new political conditions 
which were unfavourable to scientific research, and this would 
explain the migrations westward which took place at this 
time. Yet, in days when the influence of books was very 
small, it is rather difficult to understand the revival, in 
Hippon and Diogenes of Apollonia, a century later, of the 
philosophical tendency of which that school had been the 
source, if it did not survive, at least in a reduced form. But 
really this is such a singular fact and implies so many factors 
that it must be studied separately and in its own place. 


CHAPTER IT 


SCIENCE AS THE INSTRUMENT OF MORAL PURIFI- 
CATION. PYTHAGOREANISM AND THE ITALIAN 
SCHOOL 


AFTER the School of Miletos, the first fact which the historian 
of Greek thought encounters is the appearance of the Pytha- 
gorean school. By its founder, this new philosophy was 
Ionian, but it took shape and developed in the part of Southern 
Italy which the Romans called Great Greece, where Greek 
colonists had settled about the beginning of the VIIth century, 
Achaeans, Messenians, Locrians, and others. It was a com- 
paratively new environment, less subject to tradition and there- 
fore more plastic, intelligent, and passionate, in which culture 
seems to have followed the advance of material prosperity. 
At Croton, for example, the cradle of Pythagoreanism, there 
had long been a celebrated school of medicine. 

What causes brought about the shifting of philosophical 
activity from Ionia to these distant regions, and the birth of 
an ‘‘ Italian ”’ school, in Aristotle’s happy expression ? What 
part was played by social factors, and what by individual and 
accidental factors? These questions are hard to answer. 
Altogether, there is no more baffling problem than that of the 
history of Pythagoreanism. 

First, the most copious and precise part of our evidence 
comes from the revived Pythagoreanism of the last years of 
the Roman Republic and the first four centuries of the 
Christian era, and through the Neo-Platonists. Alexander 
Polyhistor, one of the sources of Diogenes Laértios, was 
fairly closely associated with the beginnings of Neo-Pytha- 
goreanism, and Neo-Pythagoreans—Apollonios of Tyana, 
Moderatus of Gades, Nicomachos of Gerasa—are the im- 
mediate authorities of the Neo-Platonists Porphyry, for his 


Life of Pythagoras (with the romance of Antonius Diogenes, 
a7 
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Incredible Tales of beyond Thule), and Iamblichos, for his 
Pythagorean Life. It cannot be denied that these works show 
a singular absence of critical spirit, an excessive love of the 
marvellous, and a tendency to enrich ancient Pythagoreanism 
by means of symbolical interpretations with all the acquisi- 
tions of later philosophy, especially Platonic and Stoic. But 
one must remember that, between the last Pythagoreans of 
the old school, at the beginning of the IVth century, and the 
revival of Pythagoreanism in the middle of the Ist century B.c., 
the tradition did not die out. Diodoros of Aspendos and 
Heracleides Lembos were Pythagoreans; there were still 
Pythagoreans in the time of Poseidonios ; Baccho-Pythagorean 
‘orgies’? were held. It may, therefore, be possible, by 
attentive, cautious criticism, to sort out the successive stages 
of this obscure tradition from external accretions.1_ Behind 
the immediate authority of Diogenes, Iamblichos, and 
Porphyry, we reach witnesses who were probably well-informed 
—Timaeos of Tauromenion who wrote the history of Sicily 
and Great Greece ; Aristoxenos of Taras who, no doubt before 
he entered the school of Aristotle, knew the last Pythagoreans 
(Xenophilos of Thracian Chalcidice and the Phliuntians 
Phanton, Echecrates,? Diocles, and Polymnastos, the disciples 
of Philolaos and Eurytos), and was the son of a man who 
hud known Archytas, and himself wrote a Pythagorean Life 
and a book of Pythagorean Propositions; and the Peripatetic 
Dicaearchos who, being a Messana man, may have had special 
sources of information. 

There is another difficulty. Pythagoras, the founder, 
whose character and doings it would be so interesting to know, 
very soon became a legendary figure. Later we shall note 
some allusions of his contemporaries.2 But about half a 
century after his death he had already become a superhuman 
being for Empedocles.4. About the same time, Herodotos, 
although he ended his life in Pythagorean circles in Great 
Greece and Sicily, associates the name of Pythagoras with 
the teachings and miracles of the Thracian Zalmoxis and 
Pythagoreanism itself with the religious or magical practices 
of the Egyptians. In the Vth century, highly cultivated men, 


1 Cf. LEXVI, esp. Studies 1, 2, 6, 8, 9. 

2 Phaedon’s interlocutor in Plato’s dialogue of that name. 
8 Xenophanes and Heracleitos. 

4 If frag. 129 of Empedocles really refers to him. 
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not only the Platonist Heracleides of Pontus, who had a 
strongly romantic bent, but even Aristotle in his book On the 
Pythagoreans and his pupils Dicaearchos, Clearchos, Hierony- 
mos, or Aristoxenos, accepted and accredited the legend— 
Pythagoras was the son of Apollo or Hermes, he descended 
into Hades and returned, he had a golden thigh, he could be 
in two places at once, he made prophecics, and so on. More- 
over, the care with which Aristotle almost always avoids 
mentioning his name and speaks rather of “‘ those who are 
called Pythagoreans ”’ seems to show that for him Pythagoras 
was only a nebulous figure. 

What is more, if we try to discover, in the historical 
development of the school after its original homogencity had 
been broken up, what is due to each individual member, we 
find the ground slipping from under us. Plato gives little 
positive evidence and offers for indirect analysis only a tissue, 
the original threads of which are impossible to disentangle. 
Aristotle does not mention Philolaos onee; of his book on 
Archytas practically nothing remains; if he happens to 
quote Archytas or Eurytos, one may well ask whether he is 
not merely borrowing from them a striking expression of an 
opinion common to the whole group. Usually one is con- 
fronted with the enigmatic phrase, ‘“ Certain Pythagoreans 
say... . ? So we cannot even arrive at Pythagoras’s thought 
by elimination, referring to him anything which does not 
certainly belong to any other philosopher of his school. 

There are, it is true, the Pythagorean writings, which are 
immediate sources. Unfortunately, they are most of them 
very suspect. The Golden Verses ascribed to Pythagoras are 
a clumsy compilation of the IIIrd or Vth century of our era, 
and his legendary Three Books (Educational, Political, Physical) 
are a forgery of the IInd or Ist century B.c. The treatise of 
Ocellus the Lucanian On the Nature of the Universe and that 
of the pretended Timacos of Locri On the Soul of the World are 
both forgeries, the former being earlier than the Ist century 
B.C. and the latter a mere summary of Plato’s Timacos, dating 
from the Ist century of our era. It is, however, sometimes 
possible to find in these apocryphal works traces of the 
Pythagorean literature of the Vth century, and still more of 
the IVth, of which we may have a sample in a letter from 

1 This anonymity is patent if one reads the ten pages of LXVII, ch. 45. 
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Lysis to Hipparchos, even if it is not authentic.1 Of the 
fragments of Philolaos and Archytas, some bear evident 
marks of later influences, but others may very well contain 
authentic elements. The problem is really too complex to be 
considered here.? 

In sum, in the present state of the Pythagorean question, 
I think that it is wise to content ourselves with considering 
early Pythagoreanism altogether, from the end of the VIth 
century to the middle of the IV, as one fairly homogeneous 
doctrine, without attempting, save in certain special cases, to 
determine the contribution of each philosopher.® 

Pythagoras was born at Samos, and was about forty years 
old when, for obscure reasons, he left his city and came to 
Italy. Of his life at Samos we know hardly anything. Among 
those alleged to have been his teachers, some, such as Anaxi- 
mandros or Pherecydes, are not unlikely ; others are fabulous 
persons, such as the healer Aristeas of Proconnesos and 
Abaris the Hyperboreian, a priest of Apollo. It is possible, 
when one remembers Heracleitos’s Judgment on the con- 
temptible science and disastrous “ polymathy ”’ of Pythagoras * 
and the evidence of Herodotos on the religious aspect of his 
activities, that as a philosopher he already had the complex 
character which we find in him in Italy. Of the many voyages 

scribed to him, for instance to Persia, where he did not fail 
to meet the Magus Zaratas, and to the Druids of Gaul, those 
which really took place doubtless happened before he settled 
in Italy. 

He landed at Croton, and, at the request, it is said, of the 
Assembly of Elders, who had been greatly impressed by his 
discourses, he there began a labour of preaching and apostle- 
ship. His fame spread ; disciples came to him from all Great 
Greece, from Sicily, and even from Rome. Such were the 
origins of the Pythagorean association, which had an educa- 
tional and mystical object, namely, initiation to a new rule of 
life, the association being open to women, as is shown by the 
famous case of Theano, and to foreigners. It was only as a 


1 Cf. LKXVH, Studies 1 and 2. 

# The problem has been revived by the work of Erich Frank (LXXIX b). 

8 Contrary to what has been done in LXXI, where Pythagoras and the old 
pa a oleae and then Philolaos and the young Pythagoreans, are studied 
separately. 

4 Frag. 40 Diels (16 Bywater); frag. 129 D. (17 B.) is probably a forgery. 
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side-line that it became a political club (helatreia) at Croton, 
in consequence of its love of discipline and its actual recruiting, 
both of which necessarily made it hostile to democratic 
instability. Furthermore, outside the mother-society at 
Croton, the affiliation to it of the rulers of a city or of a large 
number of its citizens could not fail to affect its political 
orientation. In this way the spirit of the association became 
predominant at Sybaris and Rhegion and, in Sicily, at Acragas, 
Catane, and Tauromenion. The preambles of the laWs which 
Zaleucos gave to Locri and Charondas to Catane and Rhegion, 
though not directly derived from Pythagoreanism, are good 
evidence of that spirit. 

In the meantime, with all his adherents testifying to their 
faith in him, the conviction which Pythagoras may already 
have had of the supernatural character of his person and his 
mission doubtless grew stronger. The feeling of his followers, 
at least, is shown fairly clearly in a phrase quoted by Aristotle, 
which is in harmony with so many marvellous tales: “ There 
is one species of reasonable animal, which is god; a second 
is man; Pythagoras is an example of the third.’’ In short, 
he was one of the inspired, daemonic men who are intermediate 
between the divine order and the human. 

This enthusiasm, however, was not unanimous. The 
opposition over which the association had triumphed at 
Croton had not been extinguished. At last violent revolt 
broke out, led by Cylon, a wealthy Crotoniat of good family. 
The house of Milon, where the directors of the society were 
holding a sitting, was besieged and set on fire, and almost all 
perished in the flames. According to unanimous tradition, 
the only ones to escape were Archippos and Lysis, who, 
towards the end of his life, after staying in Achaea, settled in 
Thebes and was the beloved and respected master of Epami- 
nondas. About Pythagoras himself, Dicacarchos and Aris- 
toxenos disagree. The latter declares that he had retired to 
Metapontion, being compelled to leave Croton by the attacks 
of Cylon, and was dead before the disaster; according to 
Dicaearchos, he was not present at the seat of the society at 
the time of the fire, and, having made his escape to Locri, then 
went to Taras, and finally to Metapontion, where he died after 
eating nothing for forty days. So all these events are wrapped 


1 Frag. 187. 
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in a darkness in which some light can only be thrown by a 
minute comparison of the contradictory data of tradition.! 
It seems, at least, that Pythagoras reached an advanced age 
and that his death must be placed about the end of the first 
third of the Vth century. 

Of the Pythagoreans of this first generation some names 
have survived—in particular, those of Cercops, Petron, 
Brotinos, and Hippasos. One might perhaps include the 
celebrated comic poet Epicharmos, a young contemporary of 
Pythagoras, who spent a great part of his life at Syracuse. 
In many fragments of his work there are Pythagorean ideas, 
but with unmistakable marks of the influence of Xenophanes 
and Heracleitos. 

The revolution at Croton was followed by similar move- 
ments almost everywhere in Great Greece. However, the 
Pythagoreans managed to hold their own at Rhegion, under 
Archippos and Cleinias, and at Taras, which was the abode, 
in the first half of the [Vth century, of the celebrated Archytas, 
whose relations with Plato are certain, despite the fables with 
which they are surrounded, and who had enough political 
power in his city to stand up to the tyrant Dionysios of 
Syracuse. But other members of the association left Italy 
for the Greek mainland. Two Pythagorean centres were 
founded, one at Thebes and one at Phlius. The former was 
the work of Philolaos, the great man of the second Pythagorean 
generation, about whom we unfortunately know next to 
nothing. It is possible that, about the beginning of the IVth 
century, he returned to Italy, profiting by the conciliatory 
intervention of the Achaeans, who had obtained the recall 
of exiles. It was to his school, probably, that the Theban 
interlocutors of Socrates in the Phaecdon, Simmias and Cebes, 
belonged, and Lysis may have carried it on. The school of 
Phlius, if it is true that its founder Eurytos was the disciple 
of Philolaos, may have been a daughter of the Theban school ; 
to it, as we have seen, the Pythagoreans whom Aristoxenos 
knew belonged. 

This remarkable effacement of individuals behind the 
personality of the School, which makes it unnecessary to 
quote other names, may, perhaps, be explained in the case of 
Pythagoreanism by special reasons. It was not nearly so 


1 Cf. LEXIX, pt. 3. 
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much a philosophical school, even of an embryonic kind, as 
a, sort of religious freemasonry. Now, there was already, and 
had been for perhaps three centuries, a similar association— 
Orphicism. The origins of Orphicism are obscure, and, 
although it certainly affected Pythagoreanism, it is probable 
that the latter helped considerably to give Orphicism the form 
in which it is known to us. At a very early date it was con- 
nected with the Mysteries of Dionysos. Among the Pytha- 
goreans, on the contrary, Apollinism predominated, but it 
was mingled with Hyperborcianism and, as we have seen, 
with the legend of the Getic god Zalmoxis. The descent of 
Pythagoras into the underworld recalls, no less and even morc 
than that of Zalmoxis, the story of Orpheus, the Thracian 
magician. Whatever the truth may be of these very difficult 
questions of influence, the object of Orphicism was the 
mystical revelation of a rule of life by a secret initiation. This 
consisted of rites of purification (kafupuoi), by which the soul 
should, in an ecstasy, be “ released ’”’ from the body, which 
was as a tomb to it (c@ua—cjua), and preserved from the 
dangers awaiting it in Hades.! Its aim was not so much to 
teach something as to put those initiated into a definite 
emotional state. So Orphicism was an association independent 
of national groups, a private worship outside the framework 
of public religion or the other mysteries which the latter 
recognized, for example at Elcusis, and more efficacious in 
the eyes of the faithful. Being less subject to old bonds and 
barriers, the social environment of Southern Italy and Sicily 
was, we may suppose, favourable to Orphic propaganda, which 
thus prepared the ground for another institution of the same 
kind, but more cohesive and better disciplined. 

The Pythagorean rule of life, unlike Orphicism, allowed, 
not only for religious beliefs and practices, but for intellectual 
speculations, which, as a matter of fact, were themselves 
religious practices. Pythagoras is said to have invented the 
word “philosophy,” ‘“‘ the cffort towards wisdom ”’ being a 
factor of moral sanctification. When the initiates applied 
themselves to mathematics, astronomy, music, medicine, 
gymnastics, and the study of Homer and Hesiod, they 
did so because they regarded these studies, in different 


* Gold tablets of the [Vth and IlIrd centuries B.c., found in S. Italy (Thurii 
and Petelia), Rome, and Crete. Cf. LXVUI, ch. 66, 17-21. 
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degrees, as a means of purifying souls, and bodies with 
them. 

Of the non-speculative purifications, some were positive, 
concerning the conduct of members. Every evening they had 
to examine their conscience on three points: ‘‘ In what have 
I failed ?’’ ‘* What good have Idone?”’ ‘‘ What have I not 
done, of what I ought to have done ?’’ When they woke, they 
had to arrange for the good use of their day. The morality 
of the brotherhood seems to have been set forth in a catechism, 
written in verse to be more easily remembered (Holy Words, 
‘epos Aoyos). Respect the gods and bow to their will, remain 
steadfastly at the post which they have given you to hold in 
life, defend the law by force against factious men, be true to 
your friends and say that among friends everything is common 
(girdrns isorns), be moderate and simple in the use of your 
possessions, feel shame when you have done wrong, avoid vain 
swearing and honour your oath, and, lastly, do not divulge 
the teaching which you have reccived by initiation. This 
rule of secrecy, which must not be confused with the silence 
imposed on novices as a preparatory test, probably applied to 
everything comprised in the initiation, and consequently even 
to the speculative part of the revelations. In the story of 
Hippasos, slain for revealing a mystery of geometry, there is 
doubtless a foundation of truth. The ritual formula of the 
undertaking which bound the initiates in this respect may 
have been the famous oath of the Pythagoreans: “‘ No! I 
swear by Him who has revealed the Tetractys, which contains 
the source and roots of eternal nature, to our soul.’ The 
mystical character of Pythagoreanism is revealed by yet 
other indications—the Master speaks to novices from behind 
a curtain, and the famous “ He has said it’ (avros pa) means, 
not only that his words must be blindly believed, but that 
his sacred name must not be profaned. 

This fundamental religious character makes the negative 
prescriptions of the rule even more understandable. We 
know how full it was of perplexing prohibitions—do not eat 
beans or mallow, do not eat the flesh of animals (not in all 
eases, but in certain conditions), shun the butchers and 
huntsmen who take their lives, do not wear woollen garments 
or anything but linen, do not sacrifice cocks, or white cocks, do 
not break bread or cat from a whole loaf, do not poke the fire 


PYTHAGOREANISM 55 


with a knife, do not pick up what has fallen on the ground, do 
not help a porter to set down his load, do not leave the mark 
of the cooking-pot on the ashes, etc., etc. Regarding these 
taboos there is utter confusion and embarrassment among our 
witnesses. Some of them argue, look everywhere for utilitarian 
reasons, and finally reject what they cannot thus explain. 
Others accept everything, and laboriously discover in every 
prohibition a moral idea, concealed under the * symbol.” } 
We now know what interpretations of that kind are worth. 
For the object of the present work, it 1s enough to have pointed 
out that these curious vestiges of a primitive religious men- 
tality survived in Pythagoreanism. 

Allthescregulations, negative and positivealike, seem to have 
been contained in a sort of code of the complete Pythagorean.? 
It was in the form of a series of questions and answers. Now, 
some of the questions did not refer to special obligations. Some 
began with ‘“‘ What is... 2?” (tO ect ;), and led to mystical 
definitions. ‘‘What are the Isles of the Blest?”’ “The Sun and 
the Moon.” Some began “What is most... ?”’ (ri uadiora:), 
the answer being something perfect. ‘* What is most just ?” 
‘The act of Sacrifice.” The rules of knowledge and conduct 
were called the akousmata, the articles of faith; they constituted 
the “‘ philosophy of the Acusmatics,’’ who were contrasted, it 
is said, with the ‘‘ Mathematicians ”’ or “‘ men of science.”’ 

This contrast does not seem to have existed at the begin- 
ning. It does not correspond to that between the novices, 
or “ Exoterics,” and the initiates, or ‘‘ Esoterics.”” It was the 
result of a schism in the society, which doubtless occurred 
about the end of the Vth century. Although a spiritual 
association, Pythagoreanism had aspired to temporal power. 
It had failed, and we may suppose that this failure was the 
cause of the division of the religious and speculative tendencies, 
which had at first been so closely united. Some, wishing to 
preserve for the order a spiritual life parallel to that of Orphicism 
and endowed with the same power of expansion and resistance, 
attached themselves with blind enthusiasm to the sacramental 
and mysterious element of the revelation, to rites and formulas; 
the Acusmatics set out to be devout believers. The Mathe- 
maticians, without formally giving up the creed of the others, 


_ > “Symbols ” is the recognized name for these prohibitions in later Pythagorean 
literature. 


* LXV, ch. 45, C. 4, 


56 SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY 


considered its horizon too limited. They set out to be, like- 
wise for the spiritual salvation of their order, men of science. 
But this was only possible if they renounced the obligation of 
mystical secrecy, and justified doctrinal propositions rationally. 
In the eyes of the pious, therefore, these “ scientists ’ were 
heretics. It was they, men of the second Pythagorean genera- 
tion, who transformed the original religious association into 
a school of philosophy. But it was the religious association, 
reduced to its rites and its dogmas, which survived until the 
Neo-Pythagorean revival, while the errors and discoveries 
alike of the philosophical school were destined to be lost in 
the general advance of reflection and science. 

‘What is wisest ?”’ ‘‘ Number.” ‘‘ What is most beau- 
tiful?’’ ‘‘Harmony.” These two articles of the doctrine of 
the Acusmatics state mystically the two dominant ideas of 
the Pythagorean doctrine. 

In numbers, the simplest of mathematical things, according 
to what Aristotle says in substance,! the Pythagoreans thought 
that they saw, much more than in water, fire, and the like, a 
great number of resemblances to living beings and phenomena. 
They therefore held that the elements of the numbers are the 
elements of all things, and that the whole world is harmony 
and number. So, like the Physicists, they regarded numbers 
as that from which things proceed and to which they return, 
their immanent cause and their substance. By the side of this 
conception Aristotle mentions, without distinguishing them, 
another, to the effect that numbers are the patterns imitated 
by things, without, apparently, the patterns being separated 
from their copies. This more subtle representation of the 
relationship between numbers and things seems to have been 
preferred by the younger Pythagoreans, and there is no doubt 
that it inspired Plato. It is not impossible, moreover, that 
both conceptions existed side by side in the original doctrine. 

It is a very ancient religious tendency, which we cannot 
be surprised to find in early Pythagoreanism, to invest certain 
numbers with a sacred value and a mysterious virtue. But 
what, according to tradition, led Pythagoras to look to them 
for the foundation of a systematic explanation of things, was 
the experimental observation of the fact that the qualities 
and relationships of musical concords are constituted by 


1 Metaph., A. 5, 985 b 26-9, 986 a 1-3; 6, 987 b 10-12, 24-30, 
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numbers. When hammers strike on the anvil, the pitch of 
the sound varies with their weight, and the same is true of 
strings stretched by various masses. The obvious inaccuracies 
which tradition has accumulated in its efforts to be too 
precise are not, perhaps, enough to prove that it is funda- 
mentally untrue. In any case, if number is what constitutes 
musical concord, it may be what constitutes other things, by 
analogy, and even all things. Thus, 7 will be the “ right 
time ’’ (capes), since, for example, periods of seven days, 
months, or years are of very great importance in the devclop- 
ment of living beings. Marriage is constituted by 5, which 
joins the first even and the first odd (1 being regarded 
separately), 4 and 9 are justice, since they are the first 
numbers obtained by multiplying the first even and the first 
odd by themselves, and in justice there is reciprocity of 
remuncration (ro dvtirerovOos). Whereas intelligence, being 
always motionless in itself, is constituted by 1, opinion will 
be 2, because it is oscillating and mobile. Although, according 
to Aristotle, the Pythagoreans did not give many examples 
of these applications, one must connect with them the quaint 
method of graphic representation by which Kurytos claimed 
to find the number of Man or of the Horse from the number of 
coloured stones which he used to draw diagrammatic repre- 
sentations of them. In sum, “all things which it is given 
to us to know have a number, and nothing can be conceived 
or known without number.” ? It therefore reveals the essence 
of things to us, and that is why it is what is wisest. 

As for harmony, the most beautiful of things, it is, perhaps 
in the words of Philolaos, ‘‘ the unification of the composed 
manifold and the accordance of the discordant ”’ (Frag. 10 D.). 
Kach thing is a harmony of numbers, and number is a harmony 
of opposites, so that, as we have scen, the elements of numbers 
are also the elements of things. The fundamental opposition 
is between the Limitless and the Limit. Then come, dependent 
on these first two terms respectively, Even and Odd, the 
Many and the One. Even and Odd are not only elements of 
number, but also specific qualities of it, which are manifested 
in numbers by the ensuing opposition. But what makes the 
numbers alternately even and odd, changing their quality, is 
a harmonious unification of those two opposites, arithmetical 


1 Philolaos, in LXVIM, B. 4 and 11, middle, 
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unity, which is probably what Philolaos called the Even-Odd 
(apriowéptrcov), or the third quality of number. There was 
a systematic table of these pairs of opposites, almost certainly 
drawn up by the Pythagoreans of the second gencration, which 
gave seven other oppositions, set out ‘in columns” (xara 
overo.xiav) under the first three pairs—Left and Right, 
Female and Male, Quiescent and Moving, Curve and Straight 
Line, Darkness and Light, Bad and Good, Oblong and Square.? 
So there are ten pairs of opposites, neither more or less, for 10 
is the perfect number. That is why, no doubt, False and True 
were not put in, although Philolaos placed Error on the side 
of the Unlimited. This queer symbolism contains many 
other obscurities, some of which will perhaps be cleared up a 
little in what follows. 

Now, how was number conceived ? From the example of 
Kurytos’s method mentioned above, from the evidence of 
Aristotle, and from a curious fragment of Speusippos’s work, 
On the Pythagorean Numbers,* it seems to have been conceived 
in extension. Numbers are not arithmetical sums, but 
figures and sizes. 1 is the point, 2, the line, 3, the triangle, 
4, the tetrahedron ; numbers are the causes of things in that 
they are the limits or terms (6por) which define them, as points 
determine figures. So a symbolical sign, such as a letter of 
the alphabet, is not a sufficient representation of a number. 
Before all, it is necessary to show intuitively, by a construction, 
how number is a harmony of the Unlimited and the Limit, 
the latter bounding an undetermined space by its unit-terms. 
In short, number is not yet conceived in a rigorously abstract 
form, for, without therefore being considered as something 
continuous, it is a spatial figurative construction of pomts 
separated from one another. 

The chief factor in this construction is what the Pytha- 

goreans call the ‘“‘ gnomon,”’ that is, the set-square by 

* ! * means of which numbers, and therefore things, are 

* defined ’’ materially, form homogeneous groups, 

andsobecome knowable.® Thus,if we set the gnomon 

round unity, represented by a point, the gnomon will be 
described by three points. 


1 Therefore not the same as the One, the simple term opposed to the Many. 
2 Arist., Metaph., A. 5, 986 a 22-b 4. $ LXVIU, B. 11, end of § 4. 
4 Texts ibid., ch. 32, A.13; ch. 33, A. 3; ch. 45, B. 9, 25. 

5 Cf. Philolaos, frag. 11, § 2, end, 
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If we place the gnomon outside the figure so obtained, 
five points will now be needed to represent it. 


In short, for this setting of the gnomon we ys * ; 
shall have, starting from unity, to use in eo ele 
succession a number of points corresponding to rena enernnd 
the series of odd numbers-—3, 5, 7, and so on. - 2 


Now, at each setting we shall obtain the same figure, in which 
the ratio of the sides is always the same, that is, a square, so 
that the numbers obtained will have to be called squares 
themselves, 4, 9, 16, and so on. Square, therefore, is in the 
column under Odd, and Odd is under Limit, since, in an odd 
number, the gap between the two equal parts is always filled 
by an intermediate unity, and, moreover, the series of odd 
gnomons creates figures which are completely limited. If, 
on the contrary, we wished to enclose, not one point, but two, 
in the gnomon, the figure would be other every time. The 
first time the gnomon would be described by four points ; 
then six would be necded to enclose the figure thus obtained. 
So it would continue, the gnomons being constituted by the 
series of even numbers (after 2)—4, 6, 8, ete. 
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Now, we see that in the figures so obtained the ratio of the 
sides 1s never the same; they are, thercfore, oblong figures 
(heteromekes), and the numbers constituted by these figures, 
6, 12, 20, ete., will also be called oblong. So, for reasons the 
inverse of those given above, Oblong comes on the side of Even, 
and Even on that of Unlimited.1 Lastly, it seems certain that 
the Pythagoreans, by the same method and in the same 
spirit, distinguished other species of numbcrs, some plane 
(such as the rectilincar and the polygonal, the simplest of 
which are triangular) and others solid. It will suffice to 
consider the example of the rectilinear numbers, or, as they 
have been called, the oddly-odd. Being ‘‘ made of limiters,” 
says Philolaos,? they are ‘fields of work which limit” in 
their turn; that means that they are made of odds and are 


1 LXVII, ch. 45, B. 2 and 28. Cf. X¥XI, 113-17. 
2 LXV, ch. 32, B. 2; cf. A. 13. See also Theon, Arithmetic. 
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odd themselves, so that they can be measured by no number 
but themselves or unity; so, too, a right line is similarly 
situated in respect of all its points, and Right therefore appears 
in the table on the same side as Odd and Limit, 

It is important to note that all these arithmetical specula- 
tions are derived from religious inspiration; it was by a 
deepening of this mystical inspiration that speculative 
arithmetic was finally separated from utilitarian reckonings. 
Nevertheless, especially in early Pythagoreanism, to discover 
some property of numbers was always to discover some 
symbolic quality or some characteristic divine “ epithet ’’ in 
them.! Thus, 8 is the first number which has “ beginning, 
middle, and end,” the first perfect number, that by which 
Harmony and the All are defined. But the number which 
is truly perfect, because, as Philolaos says, it best manifests 
the “‘ virtue ”’ (d’vauis) of Number, is 10, “ for it is large ; it 
perfects and realizes all things; it is the principle and guide 
of divine and celestial life no less than human. . . . Without 
it, everything is indeterminate, mysterious, obscure.” In 10 
there are contained, for the first time, an equal number of 
evens and odds, unity with the first even, the first odd with 
the first square. It is the ‘foundation ’’ of all numbers. 
7 is Athene, in that it is the only number inside 10 which is 
not generated by any of the numbers which it contains and 
generates none of them. Moreover, it and 4 are arithmetical 
means between 1 and 10.3 Another favoured number is 9, 
the first odd square. As for the famous Tetractys, mentioned 
above,* which must not be confused with 4, it is, in principle, 
the series of the first four numbers, the sum of which makes 

10 and is represented by the 

° ! decadic triangle. It is also 

two geometrical progressions 
. of four terms, starting with 
oe. 1, with a ratio of 2 and 8 
respectively. Now, the last 
terms of these, one of which 
is the first even cube and the other the first odd cube, when 


1 Cf. LEXVO, Study 4, and, in De Falco’s ed. of Iamblichos’s Theologumena 
(Teubner), the index of Epitheta numerorum. 

2 Philol., frag. 11, beginning. 

$1+3=4; 44+3=7; 743=10. 

* Above, p. 54. Ci. LXXVII, 8th Study. 


PYTHAGOREANISM 61 


added together and to 1, give the sum of the first eight 
numbers, four even and four odd. 

The contribution of Pythagoreanism to the creation of an 
independent geometry is stamped with the same character. 
It is said that when Pythagoras discovered the abstract 
demonstration of the ratio, already known to the Egyptians 
(above, p. 31), of the hypotenuse of a right-angled triangle to 
its sides, he thanked the gods for the revelation by sacrificing 
a goat to them. Without dwelling on other theorems or 
problems the demonstrative solution of which is said to have 
been discovered by the school, or on the terms which it is said 
to have introduced into the language of geometry, we shall 
mention only its undoubted studies on at least some of 
the regular polyhedra, and especially on the tetrahedron 
and dodecahedron. Now, it was from this figure, cutting it in 
half into two pentagons, which 
break up in their turn each into 
six smaller pentagons, that the 
Pythagoreans got the famous 
mystical emblem of the pen- 
talpha, or pentagram, which 
implies the division of the 
right line in mean and extreme 
ratio. Lastly, even if there is 
no truth in the story that Hip- 
pasos treasonably divulged the 
mystery of the incommensura- 
bility of the diagonal, it is not impossible that, in their 
desire to represent the relationship between the hypotenuse 
and sides of a right-angled triangle in unit-points, when 
those sides were 1, they were led to reflect upon the surds. 

The consideration of musical concords, which may, as we 
saw, have been the principle of the doctrine, and probably, too, 
the consideration of the canon of the statuary,! gave the Pytha- 
goreans occasion to discover and study means or proportions, 
arithmetical, geometrical, and harmonic. Philolaos (frag. 6, 
§ 2) has made a very precise analysis of the octave, which he 
calls “‘ harmony,” that is, the ratio of the length of the four 
strings of a lyre, bottom, third, middle, and top, represented 





_ > H. Diels (LXV, ch. 28) connects the Canon of Polycleitos with Pythagorean 
inspiration 
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by integers, 6, 8, 9, 12. He calculated the intervals and the 
various numerical ratios of the consonances—of the syllabe 
(fourth) between the first and second strings or between the 
last and third, of that “‘ which goes over the high-pitched 
strings’ (the fifth), between the first and third strings or 
between the second and last, and, lastly, of that ‘‘ which goes 
over all the strings ”’ (the octave, 7 d:a wacov). We then have 
the “‘ double ratio,’’ 12:6, or 4:2. Now, this ratio of 12:6 
is exactly equal to the ratio of the excess of the last string over 
the second to the cxcess of the second string over the first, 
that is, as 12 minus 8 to 8 minus 6. Without pursuing this 
analysis in detail, we may be content to note two things. The 
numerical proportions in which the facts of experience are 
expressed will afterwards make it possible to advance beyond 
these latter, and, for example, to find the relative length of 
one string by the study of a proportion. This use of mathe- 
matics is of great importance to the progress of science. 
Secondly, when Philolaos called the cube “‘ geometric harmony, 
because it has twelve edges, eight corners, and six faces, he 
showed by a bold analogy how numerical relation, isolated 
from its matter, becomes capable of being extended to many 
various things. 

We know little of the Pythagorean cosmology, chiefly, no 
doubt, because our witnesses are more interested in the 
mathematical speculations of the school, and perhaps also 
because it was not very different from that of Anaximandros, 
and, still more, that of Anaximenes. Being a harmony, the 
world is a thing which has begun, and its generation must be 
analogous to that of the harmony of number, that is, the 
determination of an indeterminate empty space. For the 
world was formed by a kind of aspiration of the unlimited air 
(arveva) Which is outside the sky ; and the void, having been 
thus absorbed into the sky, thenceforward separates all the 
things in it. The agent of this aspiration and the resulting 
determination is a mysterious central fire, which the Pytha- 
goreans called symbolically ‘“‘ the Mother of the Gods,’’ that 
is, of the stars, the ‘‘ hearth ”’ of the universe, the “‘ watch-post 
of Zeus,” his ‘“‘ throne ”’ or his “‘ tower,” the ‘‘ point of attach- 
ment’”’ and “unit of measure”? of nature. If, therefore, 
Hippasos regarded fire as the first principle, it is no proof that 


1 bid., ch. 32, A, 24. 
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he must have been influenced by Heracleitos. Particular 
things were then produced by condensations and rarefactions. 
That implies a vacuum, and the same applies to the theory of 
Ecphantos, a Pythagorean of the second generation, who 
regarded the extended units as true atoms. However that may 
be, the world, thus constituted, and more or less in the manner 
of a living being, becomes organized progressively, and good 
is only brought about gradually. But, far from being an 
endless progress, this evolution comes to an end, at least 
according to Philolaos, in the ‘‘ Great Year,” to begin once 
more, perfectly identical with itself.2 Lastly, there are many 
worlds, but not infinitely many ; we even hear of a calculation 
of Petron regarding the number of these worlds, arranged in 
a triangle. 

Round the central fire everything is arranged and the ten 
celestial bodies revolve in circles. The highest part, the 
envelope of the universe, was called Olympos ; it comprised 
the sky of the fixed stars, whose own motion from east to 
west may perhaps have been first recognized by Pythagoras, 
and also another fire, opposite the central fire, in which the 
elements exist in all their purity. Underneath is the Cosmos, 
in which the five planets move, in the opposite direction to 
the sky of the fixed stars, with the sun and moon. Lastly, the 
Uranos, properly so called, is the sublunary, circumterrestrial 
region, that of unordered becoming and imperfection. With- 
out lingering over the obscure question why this should be so, 
in spite of the proximity of the directing principle, we shall 
note only that, if the earth is no longer at the centre, it 
becomes a star like the other stars, moving round the central 
fire, so as to produce the succession of days and nights. But 
what use could the Pythagoreans then see in the daily revolu- 
tion, which was the proper cause of that succession in the 
geocentric hypothesis ? This problem, which has long been 
debated by the historians of astronomy, seems at present 
inextricable. 

What is at least very certain, is that, between the central 
fire and the earth, turning with the earth on a smaller orbit 
and facing the hemisphere which we do not inhabit (so as _ to 
be invisible to us), they placed a ‘“‘ Counter-earth,”’ so bringing 


1 Arist., Metaph., A. 7, 1072 b 30-4; cf. CXX, p. 510, n. 455, i. 
2 As with the Stoics later. 
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the number of celestial bodies up to ten. The object of this 
body, and perhaps also of other bodies, equally invisible, seems 
to have been to explain the eclipses of the moon, and the fact 
that they are more frequent than eclipses of the sun. For it is 
from the central fire that the moon and even the sun, like 
mirrors, receive their light, and the sun its heat, which they 
then reflect on to us. So one must distinguish between three 
suns, one being the orb itself, that is, the mirror, one, the rays 
falling on it from the central fire, and the third the rays 
reflected towards us. It is said that certain Pythagoreans 
explained day and night, not by supposing an eastward 
revolution of the planet earth, by which it received or lost 
these rays alternately, but by declaring that the earth rotated 
on its axis, whether, like Hicetas of Syracuse (who is perhaps 
not merely the fictitious interpreter of the personal opinion 
of Hcracleides of Pontus, in a dialogue of that Platonist), they 
left the fire in the centre of the universe, or, as Ecphantos is 
said to have done, placed the earth there.1_ The sun, before 
the burning of Phaéthon, travelled, not along the Zodiac, 
but along the Milky Way, which, moreover, some Pythagoreans 
regarded as the dust of a star which had been burned up and 
scattered. Lastly, according to Philolaos,? the moon, in 
proportion to its longer days, possessed bigger and more 
beautiful beasts and plants than those on earth. 

It was natural that the mathematical spirit of the school 
should set its stamp on this cosmology. Each star was the 
proper place of a number. The central fire being the place of 
One the principle, the Counter-earth was that of the first 1 of 
the decad, the earth was that of 2, or Opinion, the sun was 
that of 7, because, starting from the fixed stars, it held the 
seventh rank, and also the place of the “ right time,” since it 
governed the course of the seasons, and so on. 

Nor is there any doctrine more famous than that of the 
‘* harmony of the spheres,”’ the foundation of which must have 
existed, even if, against numerous testimonies, we hold that 
at least the earliest Pythagoreans adhered to the conception 
of the stars established by Anaximandros and Anaximenes, 
That this doctrine was at least very ancient in the tradition 
of the society, is proved by the fact that in the catechism of 


1 LXVII, ch. 37, 1 (cf. below, p 237); ch. 38, 1, end, and 5. 
2 Ibid, ch. 32, A. 20. 
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the Acusmatics the Delphic Oracle is identified with the 
Tetractys and with the harmony “in which the Sirens are.”’ } 
If a body, moving fairly fast, emits a sound, the same must, 
by analogy, be true of the stars. Now, their speed must vary 
with their distance, as the speed of vibrations varies with the 
length of the lyre-string. Therefore there must be in the 
celestial system the consonances of the lyre. Why do we not 
hear this harmony ? For the very reason that we have never 
ceased to hear it, and that a sound is only heard in relation to 
periods of silence. As a matter of fact, in the presence of our 
contradictory evidence, it is hard to obtain a precise idea of 
the details of this musical astronomy.? 

It is impossible to consider the biological and medical 
conceptions of the Pythagoreans apart from their relations 
with the medical school of Croton,? and particularly with 
Alcmaeon.4— We must, therefore, briefly survey the theories 
of Alemaeon regarding physiology and psychology. 

Whereas, before his time and even later, the heart was 
regarded as the common sensorium and seat of thought, he 
ascribed that function to the brain, to which channels, or 
*‘ pores,” transmitted modifications produced in the organs 
of sense. For every disturbance in the brain—and Alemaeon 
is said to have observed it by dissection, being the first to 
practise it—affects the sensibility. Each kind of sensation, 
except perhaps touch, was studied by him, in its organ and 
in its operation. There is, for example, a sensation of sound 
when the cavity of the ear, which is empty, resounds at the 
contact of the outside air. It is said that he studied the course 
of the optic nerves and recognized three factors in vision 5 
light, or the outside fire, the fire inside the eye, whose 
existence is made manifest by the fact that when the eye is 
struck it is illuminated, and, lastly, as a mean between these 
opposites, the water in the membranes surrounding the eye-ball. 

Above sensation, which is common to beasts and men, is 
intelligence, which man alone possesses. But thought, as 
science, is for him only the stable mode of memory and opinion, 

1 LXXVQ, 132 ff., 260 ff., 276. 

2 It reappears, more or less transformed, in the Myth of Er, in Plato, Rep., x. 

- below, pp. 197-8. 

8 Milon, one of the heads of the party, married the daughter of Democedes, 
who was the hysician of Darius and cured his wife Atossa. 

* His poet was dedicated to three Pythagoreans, one of whom was Brotinos. 

® Cf. Plato, Tim., 45 b ff. ; Soph., 266 c. 
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the basis of which is sensation. The soul is the very principle 
of life. ‘‘ Men die,’’ he said (Frag. 2), ‘“‘ because they cannot 
join the beginning to the end.”’ The soul, on the contrary, is 
immortal, because, like the stars, whose movement is eternal, 
in that it is circular and always returns upon itself, it is always 
moving. His very varied researches in embryogenesis show 
that he was concerned to know how that principle of life gives 
birth to an individual being. Death, in his opinion, comes from 
a reflux of the blood in the veins, chiefly, perhaps, in those 
of the brain; it is similar to that which causes sleep, only 
more complete. Health is the result of the equilibrium 
(tcovouia) and proportionate mixture (xpacis) of qualities 
(duvvawers) Which, in accordance with a general law (which 
may have been first inspired by the Pythagoreans, or by 
Alemaeon and the medical school which he adorned ; we do 
not know which), are opposed in twos—wet and dry, cold and 
hot, bitter and sweet. Sickness, on the other hand, is the 
supremacy of one term of one of these pairs. In addition to 
this determining cause, it is important to know the circum- 
stance which gave rise to it, such as excess or insufficiency of 
nourishment and the seat of the upset equilibrium, and the 
external causes, such as the nature of the water or the con- 
figuration of the country (Frag. 4). 

It was probably under this influence that the younger 
Pythagorcans, the “ scientists,’’ and notably Philolaos,! set up 
a doctrine of medicine very different from what the catechism 
of the Acusmatics calls ‘‘ the wisest of human things,’’ which 
was doubtless merely a religious method of purification. For 
this new medicine was inspired by the observation of facts, 
while it tried to interpret them in the light of a general doctrine. 
By analogy with the world and its central fire, the principle 
of the human body seems to be the Hot, heat of the seed, 
heat of the womb, and the desire of that heat to be tempered 
by cold. It attracts the outer air to itself (that is birth) and 
returns it by expiration, without which it would destroy itself. 
Excess and insufficiency of cooling, by acting on the blood, on 
the humours, on the bile, indirectly cause maladies. Thus 
normal life is a harmony, a concordance of contraries. Here 


1 His ideas on the subject are known to us through Anonymus Londiniensias, 


a bagel of the History of Medicine of the Peripatetic Menon. Cf. LXVIU, 
ch, 32, A. 
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we recognize the thesis maintained by Simmias of Thebes, a 
pupil of Philolaos, in Plato’s Phaedon.* 

But there is something more in that thesis ; namely, that 
that concord, that harmony of the body, is the soul. The 
body is like a lyre, the opposition between hot and cold, etc., 
taking the place of that between high-pitched and low. As 
contraries, they ‘“‘ stretch’ it; as correlatives, they maintain 
its unity. If the tension is relaxed or increased too much, the 
harmony is destroyed and the soul dies, even before the 
destruction of the body is complete.2. There is no doubt that 
the theory is Pythagorean. Plato says that it had the support 
of Echecrates, who is connected with Philolaos and Eurytos, 
and it is found in Aristoxenos and, with some differences, in 
Dicaearchos, both of whom were influenced by Pytha- 
goreanism. Moreover, the remarkable foursome of intelligence 
and brain, sensibility and heart, embryonic life and navel, 
generation and sexual organs, mentioned in Fragment 13 of 
Philolaos, seems to be associated with a similar conception.’ 
Yet, how can it be reconciled with another doctrine likewise 
ascribed to Philolaos (Frag. 14)? If the soul, as a punishment 
of its faults, has been buried in the body as in a tomb (cana, 
ojua), it must be a reality independent of the body. And the 
second Pythagorean of the Phacdon, Cebes, also a pupil of 
Philolaos, adds another theory: the soul is not a result, for 
it weaves several mortal bodies for itself in succession, at 
length wearing itself out in the process, and dying before the 
last of its garments.4 Lastly, Aristotle, who does not mention 
the Pythagoreans when he speaks of the harmony-soul, 
ascribes only two opinions expressly to them. One, whose 
connexions with Atomism he points out, is to the effect that 
the soul is dust floating about in the air, made visible to us by 
a ray of sunlight, and always moving about, even in the 
calmest weather. According to the other, the soul is the very 
principle of their movement.® If we take the thesis of Simmias 
together with this last indication, we shall perhaps find the 
real thought of Philolaos in the proposition, ascribed to him,® 


: Phaedon, 86 b-c. 2 [bid., 86 c-d. 
ja ee criticism (De An., i. 4, 408 a 10-13) scems to refer to this con- 

ion. 

4 Phaed., 86 e-87 6 5 De An., i. 4, beginni 

, 86 , .» 1. 4, beginning, and 2, 404 a 16-20. 

6 LXVMI, ch. 32, B. 22. That the Iepl pv€udr kat nergy, from which 
Claudianus Mamertus gets it, is inauthentic is no proof that the foundation may not 
be correct, Cf. I, 553 (3) (French trans., i. 424). 
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that the soul is ‘‘ what brings number and harmony into the 
body.” At least we see how difficult it is to disentangle from 
all this even the merely probable features of a philosophical 
theory of the soul. 

On the other hand, one can say something more definite 
about the famous belief of the Pythagoreans in the trans- 
migration of souls, ‘‘ metensomatosis,”’ not, as it is commonly 
called, ‘‘ metempsychosis.””’ Three things only, Porphyry 
said,! are well known of the teachings of Pythagoras—that 
the soul is immortal; that it passes into animals of different 
species and living beings recommence their previous life in 
accordance with certain cycles (like the world itself) ; and that 
all animate beings are “‘ of the same kind.’’ Connected with 
these doctrines, which are probably of Orphic origin, is 
Pythagoras’s declaration that he is the fifth reincarnation of 
a son of Hermes, to whom his father gave the power, inherited 
by Pythagoras in his turn, of remembering the whole series 
of his previous existences. These privileged ones also re- 
member the intervals between their incarnations which they 
have spent in Hades, where the souls of the dead undergo the 
penalties to which they have been condemned. So we have 
the “ descents into the underworld ” of Pythagoras and many 
others. This memory, which is for them the sign of the 
continuity of their existence, also recalls to them the plants 
and animals through whose bodies their souls have passed. 
For in any case, even if there is no punishment in Hades, 
incarnation always means that the soul has not completed the 
cycle of its purifications ; it is a stage in palingenesia, a means 
of final redemption. We know the lines in which Xenophanes, 
a contemporary of Pythagoras, chaffs him for staying the hand 
of a man who is beating his dog: ‘“‘ Stop! Do not hit him! ” 
he says. “ It is the soul of a friend of mine. I recognized it 
when I heard his voice.” 2 Aristotle also speaks of these 
Pythagorean “myths,” according to which any soul may 
enter any body.? Now all this is comprehensible only if there 
is a kinship in species, uniting everything which lives. 

It may be that these dogmas, doubtless in connexion with 
certain traditions of folk-lore, are at the bottom of some of 
the Pythagorean taboos. One must abstain from beans because 


1 Infe of, ae 19 (cf. 18), perhaps from Dicaearchos. 
2 Frag. 7 8 De An., i. 3, end. 
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the bean-stalk, containing no knots, is a natural passage for 
souls rising from Hades to the light. Certain animals are more 
especially sacred because, perhaps, they are more suited than 
others to receive souls leaving Hades, in virtue of their 
connexion with the infernal deities.1_ Does this mean that every 
attack on the body affects the soul, as if it were something of 
the body ? The reason is rather of the same order as that 
in the name of which the Pythagoreans forbade men to take 
their own lives ; 2 we are the “ property ”’ of the gods, and it is 
not for us, except in the religious ceremony of sacrifice, to upset 
the order which our masters have laid down for the incarnation 
of souls, with a view to the expiations needed. We see, there- 
fore, that, although some scientific Pythagoreans admitted, by 
the theory of the soui as a harmony of the body, that the body 
died by the actual death of its soul, this doctrine must have 
been a subject of scandal and horror to pious Pythagoreans. 

In passing, we have mentioned one of the chief propositions 
of Pythagorean theology. It is wholly bound up with the 
moral rule that man “‘ must have commerce with the divine 
and follow God.” This formula raises the question of Pytha- 
gorean monotheism. Certainly, reflective thought was at that 
time tending towards the oneness of the divine, to a complete 
sovercignty of Zeus. But, with the exception of a very suspect 
fragment of Philolaos (20), there is no text authorizing us to 
credit the Pythagoreans with the metaphysical theology which 
identifies the primitive One with God, as being a transcendent, 
efficient, organizing cause, in opposition to the Unlimited, 
which is matter. All that we are told in this sense 3 is simply 
a Platonic version of early Pythagoreanism. What we find in 
the probably authentic fragments of Philolaos is, not that God 
is a first cause, whose efficient power is limited by the resistance 
of matter, but, on the contrary, that Number and Harmony 
are first in relation to God, since the Decad lays its law on the 
divine life as on the human, and the eternal essence (a éo70) 
of things merely allows itself to be penetrated by the divine 
thought more easily than by ours.* All that the Pythagoreans 
did, then, was to purify popular polytheism and to adapt it 
to their morality and even to their mathematical theory. 


1 On all this, cf. LXXVI, 36-8, 289-93. 2 Pha b 
: Even by Theophrastos. Cf. LXVII, ch. 45, B. 14. i a 
Frag. 11, § 1, and Frag. 6, beginning. 
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In sum, Pythagoreanism was at once a religious sect, 
giving its followers a creed and a rule of life by which to obtain 
purification and salvation, and a philosophic school, to which 
thought owes its first successes in its attempt to come at the 
abstract essence of things and to assign simple and intelligible 
laws to phenomena. They were physicists, there is no doubt. 
But in the manner in which they were physicists, by taking 
number as the principle of things and seeking the supreme law 
in a harmony of notional oppositions, they went far beyond 
the physics of the School of Miletos and laid the foundations 
of a metaphysical philosophy. 


Cuaprer III 


THE PHILOSOPHY OF BECOMING. HERACLEITOS 
OF EPHESOS 


THERE is even more philosophy, in the strict sense of the word, 
in Heracleitos than in the Pythagoreans. Under the name 
of ‘‘ polymathy,’’ he condemns the indulgence of Pythagoras 
and even Xenophanes ! in particular inquiries which destroys 
the direct vision of the real. He is a headstrong, haughty 
genius who wishes to owe nothing save to the purely speculative 
intuition of the truth. Scornful of details, he develops the 
various aspects of that original intuition into a philosophy. 
He has the temperament of an inspired, solitary man, of a 
‘* melancholic,” as Theophrastos says.2 In his native town, 
where his illustrious birth called him to a great part in affairs, 
he lived cut off from politics. A democratic revolution drove 
out his friend Hermodoros, perhaps the man who collaborated 
in the Law of the Twelve Tables. When the Ephesians thus 
gave the city over “ to children,” they said, ‘‘ Let no one be 
the best among us! Let any such go elsewhere, and among 
other men!’’? From this indication his book must belong 
roughly to the end of the first half of the Vth century. It seems 
to have been a collection of aphorisms in prose, in a language 
rich in imagery and antithesis, often incomprehensible, which 
earned Heracleitos his proverbial nickname of ‘‘ the Dark.” 
This oracular style, which, as he himself says,* “ neither 
expresses nor conceals thought, but indicates it,’’ suits a man 
with a strong, and even excessive, sense of his own superiority. 
Moreover, it is undeniable that the whole effectiveness of his 


1 Frag. 40 D. Cf. above, P. 50. 

® Diog. Laért., ix. 6. With this word is connected the legend of the perpetually 
weeping Heracleitos, amusingly treated by Lucian in his Auction of the Sects (14; 
of. LXV, ch. 12, C. 5). 


8 Frag. 121 D. 4 Frags. 92, 93. 
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ideas is often due to the conciseness of his phrases and the 
brilliance of his images. But the somewhat charlatanish note 
in his arrogant tone and Sibylline brevity could not fail to 
appear in a caricature like that drawn of the Master by the 
Heracleiteans of the end of the century. 

The trend of his thought is marked, first, by the lordly in- 
difference with which he treats special research in physics, 
being content with popular notions. The sun, for example, is 
‘“ new every day,” for when it sets it is extinguished. “‘ It is 
a foot wide,”’ as it looks to us (Frag. 6 and 3 D.,). All the stars 
are a kind of basins. In their concave side, which is towards 
us, bright and dark exhalations accumulate in turn; hence 
day and night. If the dark exhalations, which are moist, pre- 
dominate over the bright, we have winter; in the contrary 
case, summer. The phases of the moon are explained by its 
basin turning partly round. When the basin of a star turns 
right round, it is eclipsed. Altogether, he seems to have 
neglected many points in favour of generalities. 

The principle from which all things come and to which 
they return is fire. ‘*‘ This world, which is the same for all 
things, was made by no god or man. It has always been, it 
is, and it will be an ever-living fire, kindling with measure and 
being quenched with measure” (Frag. 80). ‘“* There is ex- 
change (dvraporG) of all things against fire, and of fire against 
all things, as there is exchange of goods against gold and of 
gold against goods’”’ (Frag. 90). There is no doubt of the 
dynamic intention: a single substance assumes different 
forms, on the sole condition that equivalence is maintained 
among these permutations (rpo7y), which are its very life. 
But, in addition, to give birth to a world, this spontaneous 
power of changing manifests itself by movement and doubtless 
gives rise to condensations and rarefactions. For there are, 
according to Heracleitos, a ‘‘ way up” and a “ way down ” 
(od0s dvw, katw. Frag. 60). These are the two fundamental 
directions of change. On the downward road, part of the 
fire thickens and becomes sea, and part of the sea causes land 
to be born of its “‘ death.’ On the upward road, moist 
vapours rise from the land and sea, become clouds, ignite, and 
return to fire. But if these burning clouds, from which the 
lightning comes, are extinguished, there is a “ whirlwind ” 
(zpnornp); once again the fire returns to the sea, and the 
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cycle recommences.! The two inverse movements compensate 
one another, so that, in all the diversity or vicissitude of 
changes, the quantity of matter exchanged, that is, of fire, 
remains the same. 

Yet it does not seem that it must be so always. For there 
is not sufficient ground 2 for denying that Heracleitos expected 
an ‘‘ universal conflagration ’’ (éczv’pwors). Fire, he said, is 
“want and satiety’ (Frag. 65). “‘ Want ’’ must express the 
desire which gives rise to the formation of a world, “ satiety ” 
the fullness which results from the absorption by fire of all 
that it had first given away in exchange. “ As it advances, 
fire will judge and convict all things ”’ (Frag. 66). In the course 
of its successive exchanges, fire always gets back a little more. 
So, when the Stoics took the essential ideas of their physics 
from Heracleitos, they did not add this; they may have given 
it its traditional name, but nothing more. Besides, Aristotle 
attributes it to him,? without using that name, and agrees 
with Plato in saying that this total unification of the many 
takes place in periods, and also in distinguishing its rhythm from 
that later described by Empedocles. Evolution and involution, 
while opposing and compensating one another, are continued 
one into the other, just as a child is continued in the man that 
he becomes and the man in the child that he begets. It is said 
that Heracleitos blamed Homer for wishing that Discord 
might be abolished among men as among the gods; for this 
would cause the passing of all things and the annihilation of 
the universe.4 For him, on the contrary, this flight is continued 
inareturn. Therefore the death of the world is only apparent ; 
it is really its life reborn. The cosmic cycles probably balanced 
one another just as the births and deaths did within each of 
them, and each day of the “ Great Year ”’ of the universe may 
have been exactly the length of a human generation.® 

So the main ideas governing Heracleitos’s philosophy gradu- 
ally emerge. First, the opposition and identity of contraries are 
the condition of the becoming of things. ‘ It is the same in us,”’ 
he said, “‘ to be what is living and to be what is dead, awake 


1 Frags. 31, 36; cf. Diog. Laért., ix. 9 and LXVI, A. 8. 

* Contrary to the opinion of LXXI, § 78. 3 Phys., iii. 5, 205 a 3. 

4 Plato, Soph., 242 d-e, and, for Aristotle, LXV, ch. 12, A. 8. Cf. A. 22 (and 
especially Bywater, 43, which is more complete), and compare the palingenesia 
based on the succession of contraries in Phaedon, 72 b-d. 

® LXVII, a. 13. Cf. LXXI, §§ 75 end, 77. 
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and asleep, young and old; for, by change, one is the other, 
and by change the other, in its turn, is the former ”’ (Frag. 88 ; 
cf. 57). This perpetual opposition of contraries is, therefore, 
the principle and the law. “‘ War (zoAcuos) is the father of 
all things, the king of all things ”’ (Frag. 58), whereas concord 
and peace are the confusion of all things in the general con- 
flagration.1 Since warring contraries always tend to substitute 
themselves for one another, things are in a state of unceasing 
movement. “Everything flows’ (zavra pet), and every- 
thing flees; nothing abides. In one river, the water which 
washes you is always different ; you will not dip twice in the 
same water. But this is only one aspect of the universal 
conflict. In another aspect, it creates a solidarity between 
the terms which it brings into opposition, for ‘‘ war is com- 
munity (fvvov) and discord is regulation (éicy) (Frag. 80). 
So the ‘‘ course of the contraries ’’ follows ‘“‘ fatal necessity,”’ 
which seems to constitute both what is fixed and stable in 
change and what unites pairs of opposites in definite and 
relatively permanent forms.? So discord and instability have 
their counterpart in agreement and, with it, the necessity 
of law. ‘‘ The discordant,” he says, ‘‘ agrees with itself— 
a harmony of opposite tensions, as in the bow or the lyre ”’ 
(Frag. 51). The arrow flies, the musical phrase sounds, when 
the bowman’s hands pull the bow and the string in opposite 
directions, when the musician’s fingers draw the strings of 
the lyre apart from one another. Moreover, the action of 
these oppositions is regulated and limited ; for example, the 
straightening of the bow is limited by the rigidity of the bow- 
string, and the angular tension of the string towards the 
bowman’s body is limited by the limited flexibility of the bow. 
The same idea is expressed in several vivid phrases. ‘ Things 
which are cut in opposite directions ’’ (like mortise and tenon) 
*“ fit together. The fairest harmony is born of things different, 
and discord is what produces all things ’’ (Frag. 8). ‘‘ Let us 
unite wholes and not-wholes, convergence and divergence, 
harmony and discord of voices; of all things, one only, and 
of one only, all”’ (Frag. 10).4 So there is neither confusion 

1 Diog. Laért., 8. 

2 Frags. 12,49 a, 91. Cf. Plato, Crat.,402a; Theaet., 179 d-e. 

3 Diog. Laért., 7-8; cf. LXVII, A. 6 and 8, and Frag. 84. 


* Compare the Hippocratic treatise De Victu, i. 17, in which a long passage 
bears the mark of Heracleitean inspiration (5-24). 
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nor frittering away, but a varied order of combinations, the 
agent of which seems to be time; time is “‘ a child playing at 
draughts ; the sovereignty of a child !”’ (Frag. 52). 

But the childish kingship of the player himself cannot be 
a true kingship; for that belongs only to the play of con- 
traries and to the harmony which binds them, that 1s, to 
God. God is ‘day and night, winter and summer, war and 
peace, satiety and hunger ”’ (Frag. 67); he is “ the invisible 
Harmony, superior to visible harmony” (Frag. 54). For, 
according to Heracleitos, there is “one single divine law,”’ 
which feeds all human laws, but appears to be something 
other than the unwritten law as opposed to arbitrary decisions, 
since it is in it that individual thought must “ find its strength, 
as the city in the law’’; it is ‘“‘ something common to every- 
thing’ which “‘ dominates everything, as much as it pleases, 
is sufficient in everything, and surpasses everything ” (Frag. 
114). In short, it is the universal law of the real, identical, 
it seems, with the ‘‘ common thought”? (€vvos Aoyos) which 
Heracleitos says we must follow (Frag. 2), yet which remains 
unknown to men, who are blind to what is always before their 
eyes (Frag. 72). It is a ‘“‘ single wisdom,” which ‘‘ wishes to be 
called by the name of Zeus,” and also ‘‘ does not wish it,” if it 
is to be in the sense of popular religion, and consists in 
“knowing the purpose in which everything is ruled in its 
totality ” (Frags. 32, 41). But this single law or thought is an 
immanent logos, the very substance of the exchanges which 
produce the various things, in other words, fire, that which 
is most incorporeal, most mobile, most transformable, most 
active, and most life-giving. In sum, the reaction of the 
philosophical genius of Heracleitos against popular polytheism 
is a pantheism, and that pantheism is a physical pantheism. 

From this a whole theory of knowledge follows logically. 
The logos is both the divine thought which goes about in 
nature eternally, and human thought, in so far only as it 
takes part in that single, eternal movement, and so loses its 
individuality... Yet men think of nothing but piling up 
particular bits of knowledge, the abominable ‘‘ polymathy ”’ ; 
or else they imagine that the common thought to be followed 


1 “Thought,” pensée, seems to me the best term by which to translate the 
Greek logos, for we designate by it both the content, or object, and the formula 
which is the intelligible expression of it. 
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is that of the crowd, and they take their lessons from it. 
Like asses, ‘“‘ they prefer straw to gold’”’ (Frags. 104 and 9). 
But it is not his own personal thought that Heracleitos 
haughtily sets up against the opinions of the learned and of 
the crowd. It is—and that, too, is the meaning of a solemn 
declaration which stood at the beginning of his book (Frag. 1) 
—the Truth, one and eternal, of the divine thought, of which 
he is the inspired prophet, which is all the real. “* Not to 
me is it wise to lend ear, but to Thought, confessing that all 
is one ”’ (Frag. 50). On the contrary, individualism in thought, 
the illusion that ‘‘ every man has an intclligence of his own ”’ 
(Frag. 2), is the proper characteristic of knowledge through 
the senses. Heracleitos vigorously points out how relative it 
is. Our senses are bad witnesses, if the soul is a ‘‘ barbarian,” 
unable to penetrate the mystery of their language (Frag. 107). 
Moreover, whereas thought “ gives itself its own growth ”’ 
(Frag. 115), our senses are dependent on the contraries, 
without, at the same time, taking harmony into account. 
Above the knowledge of the senses, therefore, Heracleitos 
seems to have placed an absolute truth and a certain kind of 
scientific knowledge. It is, therefore, hard to understand 
how Aristotle could say that for Heracleitos there was neither 
science, because of the perpetual flow of sensible things, nor 
truth, because he denied the principle of contradiction.1. But 
these criticisms are doubtless aimed at those fanatics (whom 
Plato obviously had in mind)? who did not consider Hera- 
cleitos’s theory of motion sufficiently radical, and held, with 
the Cratylos under whom Plato is said to have studied before 
he knew Socrates,? that the water of a river is not identical 
even once. In order to express thought, Cratylos preferred 
a mere movement of the finger to the words which fix it! 
Such excesses can hardly be explained unless they came after 
Kleaticism, as an exaggerated vindication of multiplicity and 
change against the exaggerated assertion of unity and im- 
mobility. The harmony of contraries was what Heracleitos 
sought, not the identity of contradictories, which, indeed, as 
such, were unknown to him. Far from consenting to the 
dissipation of sensuous knowledge on all the transitory aspects 


1 Metaph., I. 3, 1005 b 23 ff.; Phys., i. 2, 185 b 19-23, etc. 
2 Theaet., 179 e ff. Cf. Crat., 334 a. 
3 Metaph., A. 6, beginning, and I. 5, 1010 a 7-15. 
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of becoming, he placed truth in the single substance, whose 
law serves as a continuous woof and foundation to that 
ever-changing diversity. 

His theory of the soul reflects this general conception. 
The soul is a hot exhalation; for, in order to know the 
principle, it must have its mobility, spread everywhere, like 
it, so that everything is full of souls and geniuses, govern the 
body as fire governs the world, and transform itself just as 
fire does. The wisest soul is a dry soul; when it is moistened, 
as happens in drunkenness, it dies. When we emerge from 
the torpor of sleep, we begin once more to inhale the thought 
which is in fire, like embers being rekindled.1 But the true 
state of waking is that in which, dead or alive, asleep or not, 
we see “‘ the unity and community of the cosmos ”’ (Frag. 89). 
The individuality of life is a death, and immortality consists 
in setting oneself again, during this life if one can, in the 
universal stream. ‘‘ Immortals are mortal; mortals are 
immortal; our life is the death of the former, and their life 
is our death ”’ (Frag. 62). This is the Orphic belief, shorn of 
personal immortality. Hades and Dionysos are one and the 
same god (Frag. 15), and, as the total conflagration is a 
new-born life for the world, so is death for man. 

This profound sense of the identity of true thought with 
the law of the universe inspires Heracleitos with a perfectly 
consequent conception of the moral life. ‘ Wisdom,”’ he says, 
before the Stoics, “is to say true things and to act accord- 
ing to nature, listening to its voice’ (Frag. 112). ‘‘ It would 
be no better for men if what they want came to them” 
(Frag. 110). If passion is to be condemned, it is because it 
expresses the claim of the individual to raise himself above 
the natural or divine order and to forget his dependence. 
“ Baby! So man is called by God, just as the child by a 
man ”’ (Frag. 79). In consequence, true religion must be the 
merging of one’s thought in the divine thought of the fire 
which goes about in the universe. To worship images is as 
foolish as to talk to houses. To hold blood-sacrifices no more 
serves to purify us than mud can wash away a stain which 
it has made (Frag. 5). 

The thought of Heracleitos, original, vigorous, and pro- 
found, left its stamp even on those thinkers who were its 


1 Cf, e.g., Frags, 36, 117 ff., and LXVI, A. 15 and 16; Diog. Laért., ix. 7. 
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most determined opponents. His conception of the opposition 
of contraries has a generality not found in Anaximandros or 
even in the Pythagoreans or Alemaeon. But, above all, he 
set in a wholly new light the notion of a law immanent in 
becoming and serving as an intelligible bond to the contraries, 
simultaneous or successive. What one must not forget, 
however, what has been misunderstood both by the ancient 
philosophers of the concept who opposed Heracleitos and by 
the Hegelians of our own time who have exalted him, is the 
fact that he developed his ideas in the field and within the 
structure of the physics of his age, representing law as a 
substance of a more subtle kind, and not in the field of a 
logic which was not yet created, nor, therefore, with a view 
to breaking down its structure. 


CHAPTER IV 
THE PHILOSOPHY OF BEING. THE ELEATICS 


Ir is possible that the School of Elea was founded solely by 
Parmenides ; it is certain that he represents its fundamental 
doctrine in its most characteristic form, that Zenon of Elea 
only illustrated some of its consequences, that Melissos of 
Samos modified it without changing its spirit, and that, 
before Parmenides, the germ of the doctrine already existed 
in Xenophanes of Colophon. There is, therefore, every reason 
for not breaking up the traditional group of the “ Eleatic 
race,” as Plato calls them, and for following the example of 
Aristotle in this matter. At least morally, Xenophanes is the 
father of Eleaticism, since he originated the doctrine of the 
oneness of being.? 


I 
XENOPHANES OF COLOPHON 


What he said of Pythagoras and what Heracleitos said of 
him—that will enable us roughly to place Xenophanes. It 
is difficult to be more precise, since we lack one piece of 
information in a bit of biography which we owe to himself. 
‘“ Sixty-seven years,”’ he writes, ‘‘ have tossed my weary soul 
about the land of Hellas, and there were twenty-five more 
from my birth till it began’ (Frag. 8). So he lived ninety- 
two years at least ; but when did his wandering life begin ? 
At the fireside, in the winter-time, men ask, “ What is your 


1 Plato, Soph., 242 d, and Arist., Metaph., A. 5, 986 b 18-28. In LXXI, 
Xenophanes is discussed in chap. ii (‘‘Science and Religion’’), Parmenides in 
chap. iv, Zeno and Molissos, the ‘‘ Younger Eleatics,” in chap. viii. In XU, 
Xenophanes is attached to the Ionians. To dispose of Plato’s authority, LXXI 
(140 and n. 3) points out that in Theaet., 179 e, Plato attaches Heracleitos to Homer. 
But the two cases are in no way parallel. 
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age, good man? How old were you when the Mede came ? ” 
(Frag. 22). One may perhaps find in this question an allusion 
to the piece of information which we lack; he may have 
left Ionia when his country was conquered by Harpagus in 
the name of Cyrus (545 B.c.), about the time when some 
Phocaean emigrants founded Marseilles and others Elea in 
Great Greece. His voyages took him to Sicily and then to 
Italy, and it is possible that he thereupon settled at Elea. If 
his roving existence was, as is not certain, that of a rhapsode, 
it at least does not seem to have made him rich, as it should 
have done. For the verses which he recited at banqucts 
were doubtless his own, and, to judge from what remains of 
his Elegies (in iambics) and his Parodies (in hexameters),} 
his playful vein was too malicious, his thought too free, his 
style too full of dignity and moral nobility, and his character - 
too independent, to attract the custom of the rich and 
powerful. To these collections we should, perhaps, add, 
among other writings, a poem on Nature (in hexameters), 
from which several of our fragments may come. But, whether 
Xenophanes wrote a separate philosophic poem or not, he 
was a poet who, it cannot be seriously denied, had the soul 
of a philosopher. 

The most important thing in him is his attempt to 
establish an order of values higher than that of sensible 
experience, social opinion, and religious tradition, to conceive 
of that order by means of highly critical moral reflection, 
and to determine the relationship of experience to the moral 
realities of which man conceives above himself and his physical 
life. His method is no less remarkable ; instead of uttering 
dogmatic oracles like Heracleitos, he brings his own views 
out in the war which he wages against common opinion. 
The dialectical spirit of the other Eleatics is already in him. 

Thus, for instance, after attacking with stinging irony his 
fellow-countrymen’s worship of physical strength, skill, and 
beauty, the conceit of Olympic victors, and the honours and 
rewards which were heaped on them, which, in some cases, 
would be more fairly given to their horses, he adds: ‘“ Yet 
they are worth less than I, For our wisdom is better than 


1 The Stllot, from which many of our fragments are said to come, are perhaps 
not a separate work, but another title given to the Parodies after Timon the 
Sceptic wrote his imitations of Xenophanes, 
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the strength of men and horses. This may be a wild opinion 
—but it is not right, either, to esteem strength more than 
good wisdom !”’ (Frag. 2). So that is the only thing which 
has value beyond compare. Now, it is in thought that it 
has its principle ; for it consists in a logical attitude, which 
is that, not of scepticism, but of the critical spirit. Rational 
knowledge is doubtless superior to sensuous knowledge, since 
it is able to judge both sensuous knowledge and itself, but 
it is none the less relative, like the other; we are incapable 
of absolute knowledge, and ‘ opinion is the lot of all men” 
(Frag. 34). Truth is not a revelation of the gods, but the 
hard-won fruit of long research (Frag. 18). 

Another example is no less significant. Against the anthro- 
pomorphic beliefs of popular religion, Xenophanes directed a 
criticism which by its eloquent bitterness reveals a singular 
loftiness of moral sentiment. Men, he says, have given them- 
selves gods in their own image; thus “‘ the Ethiopians say 
that theirs are black and flat-nosed, while the Thracians say 
that theirs have blue eyes and red hair.”’ And again, “ if oxen 
and horses and lions had hands and could paint and make 
works of art with their hands as men do, the horses would make 
the figures of gods like horses, and the oxen like oxen ’”’ (Frags. 
14-16). What is more, “ all that has been laid upon the gods 
by Homer and Hesiod is what is a shame and a reproach 
among men”’ (Frag. 11 ff.). But this negative criticism has 
its positive counterpart. If the tales of mythology contain 
‘ nothing salutary,’’ there are “‘ religious words’ and “ pure 
discourses’ for extolling the gods wisely. They may be 
prayed “to make us able to do the things which are just ”’ ; 
in all this, the rule is ‘‘ always to have thought for the gods ”’ 
(Frag. 1, Il. 18 to end), or, in other words, to preserve the true 
nature of the divine and not to destroy it in its principle by 
the introduction of elements of sense and passion. 

In this sense, Xenophanes comes at length to a remarkable 
conception of God, which is not monotheistic, as has sometimes 
been said, but rather pantheistic. This god, in the fragments 
in which the conception is found, is a single god, who is the 
highest reality both of the divine order and of the human. 
Not only does he not have our structure ; he has not even our 
thought. ‘“ By the intelligent power of his thought, he sets 
everything in motion, without toil.” ‘‘ He sees wholly, thinks 
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wholly, hears wholly,’’ so that each of his attributes or acts 
extends to the totality of his nature. He does not move, and 
the idea of a change of place at any moment does not even 
‘* befit ’? his nature (which seems to imply that he is eternally 
everywhere) (Frags. 23-6). Now, Aristotle says that, if 
Xenophanes was the first, before Parmenides, to “‘ make One,”’ 
he did not trouble to say whether that oneness is finite or 
infinite, material or formal; but, “‘ turning his eyes on the 
whole universe, he said that the One is God.” This testimony 
of Aristotle, confirmed by the authors whose source is Theo- 
phrastos and by Timon the Sillographer,? enables us, by 
fixing the limits of Xenophanes’ theory, to do justice to the 
developments which it receives in chapters 3 and 4 of On 
Melissos, Xenophanes, and Gorgias. The eclectic Peripatetic 
who, doubtless in the Ist century of our era, composed this 
little treatise,? ascribes to the philosopher-poet a discussion 
on dialectical antinomies (finite and infinite, movement and 
rest), which seems as foreign to his age as to the bent of his 
mind. Yet, in thus conceiving of all that is as one single being, 
who is wholly in all that is, eternal, motionless, unchangeable, 
God constituted by a thought higher than our own, Xenophanes 
was breaking completely with previous physics, and was 
defining the principle of things in an entirely new way. He 
was creating a new physical theory, the true name of which is 
ontology. Its method is one whose plan we have seen gradually 
becoming mote precise—the determination of what attributes 
logically befit anything that is, or Being itself, without con- 
tradicting or destroying its essence. 

That being so, we may be surprised that Xenophanes 
should have had a physical theory, properly so called. It 
seems to have been of a singular character. It was a late 
apparition, and there is an airiness about it which has made 
some regard it as a parody of lonian physics. But with all 
that, we find undoubted proofs of skill in observation and a 
desire to interpret facts, and an amount of research varied 
enough to be quoted as an example by the foe of “ polymathy ” 
yet consistent enough for the same Heracleitos to think it 


1 Metaph., A. 5, 986 b 20-4. 
2 LXV, ch. 11, A. 31 (2 ff., 8 ff.), 33 (2), 34-6, beginning. 
: sa ar Cf. I, 617-39 (French trans., 2-20); LXI, 108 ff. 
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wise to take over certain theses of a crudely empirical inspira- 
tion. Lastly, it contains some assertions, so contradictory 
of certain principal tenets of the author’s philosophy, that one 
might ask whether we have not here already a physics of 
appearance, similar to what Parmenides will one day call 
‘‘ the physics of opinion.’”’ From this point of view, one might 
perhaps fairly well reconcile the concrete curiosity which 
Xenophanes excrted and satisfied on his voyages with his 
tendency to set up his moral aspirations and the logical 
demands of pure speculation on an independent and higher 
plane. Thus, for example, Being, since it is being-everything, 
is necessarily finite. But it is none the less true that, when a 
traveller sees the sun go down in a region of the earth which 
he has not yet reached, and, on arriving there, finds another 
sun, which will again set far ahead of him, the sun seems 
to his experience to go on in its course infinitely.?_ So, too, 
when Xenophanes says that “the limit of the earth on 
which we tread appears, above, to touch the air, but below 
it stretches to infinity’ (Frag. 28), he means that, in our 
experience, the sky limits our earthly horizon uniformly, 
and yet that horizon seems to be able to recede and widen 
without ceasing. Thus he seems to have been chiefly con- 
cerned to translate sensible appearances faithfully, without 
introducing anything into them which belongs to another 
domain, and his physical theory is another aspect of his 
criticism of opinions, and more specially, perhaps, of his 
religious criticism. 

His hypotheses, when he makes any, show the same 
tendency, for they consist in bringing facts supposed to be 
mysterious or distorted by mythology down to the level of 
the facts of present or common experience. Lightning, for 
instance, is a phenomenon analogous to the St Elmo’s fire 
which appears on the masts of ships on stormy nights.? On 
personal observations he founded a Neptunian theory of the 
formation of the earth and of living creatures, which is a more 
precise development of the ideas of Anaximandros. In Paros, 
Malta, and the stone-quarries of Syracuse, he had seen the 
umpressions of fish and marine plants and shells. Perhaps, 


+ That the sun is new every day ; that the stars are burning clouds, alternately 
extinguished and rekindling ; etc. 

* LXVUOI, A. 414; 33 (3, end). 

3 Ibid., A. 39, 45. 
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therefore, everything was once a mass of marine ooze, and then, 
under the action of the air, the heat of the sun, and an internal 
fire, the water of the sea partly evaporated and the earth was 
partly dried, enclosing marine species in it." 

In sum, while, by his theology, Xcnophanes is descended 
from the Ionians, he docs not associate himself with their vast 
syntheses. In this indifference, which Heracleitos had already 
shown in respect of traditional physics, there is, perhaps, a 
dim presage of the revolution effected by the Sophists and 
Socrates in the orientation of thought. 


II 
PARMENIDES OF ELEA 


It is not certain that Parmenides ever came into personal 
contact with Xenophancs. But if the latter’s doctrine is 
that which I have just described, his influence cannot be 
denied. It is blended with another influence, that of the 
Pythagoreans, which Parmenides is said to have received 
through one Ameinias. It is perhaps to this influence, of 
which we shall see more certain indications presently, that 
we must ascribe the activity as a lawgiver and statesman 
which Parmenides is said ‘to have shown in his native city. 
To establish his dates, we must decide between the indications 
of Apollodoros and the famous account of Plato at the 
beginning of his Parmenides,* where we are told that at the 
age of about sixty-five, going to Athens with Zenon, who had 
just been giving readings of his book in that city, and was 
then aged about forty, he met Socrates, who was still quite 
young at the time. Unfortunately, this account gives rise 
to many difficulties, the chief of which will be seen when we 
consider the life of Socrates. Plato is therefore suspect of 
having invented these circumstances in order to emphasize 
the part played by Eleatic influence in the transformation 
of a doctrine which he had hitherto declared to be his 
master’s. Apollodoros, in his turn, seems a little too ingenious, 


1 Jbid., Frags. 30 ff., 33, and A. 32 middle, 33, middle and end (with the 
interesting correction of XI, i. 174 ff.), 46-8. In this last passage, there is mention 
of a periodically erupting volcano on the island of Lipara. 

2127 a-c. Cf. also U'heaet., 183 ©; Soph., 217 c. 
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when he makes Parmenides’ birth coincide with the floruit of 
Xenophanes, and Zenon’s birth with the florutt of Parmenides. 
These two sources of information being irreconcilable, we 
must be content to say that Parmenides belongs to the end 
of the VIth century and the first half of the Vth. 

Parmenides’ only work, a poem in hexameters, the title 
(at least, the present title) of which is On Nature, began 
with a grandiose introduction. Borne on a chariot, the poet 
is led by the Daughters of the Sun to the place where the 
roads of Night and Day part and there is the gate which 
gives access to the Goddess who leads the man endowed 
with knowledge through all things. This gate is guarded by 
Justice (Dike). She allows the poct to enter. ‘ Thou must 
learn all things,’’ she says to him, “* both the unshaken heart 
of well-rounded Truth and the Opinions of mortals. In their 
opinions there is no true belief; but thou must know them 
too, that thou mayest know, making an inquiry which reaches 
over all and into all, what judgment to make on the reality 
of the objects of these opinions.” But let him turn away 
from ‘‘ that way of inquiry,’ where the constraint of “‘ habit 
with its manifold experiences ’’ renders him subject to all the 
illusions of his senses! It is the other road which he must 
follow, when he has received from the Goddess “‘ the abundant 
proof in argument,’ which is known only ‘“ by thought ”’ 
(Frag. 1, especially ll. 28-end). Thus there are two roads or 
methods; one is that of unchangeable, perfect truth, to 
which logical thought is suited, and the other is that of 
opinion and its diverse and changing appearances, ruled by 
habit and the confused experience of the senses. It is 
indispensable to know the latter road and its dangers, but 
only after first taking the former, and forearming oneself 
with a good instrument with which to conduct a war without 
mercy against error. The whole spirit of Parmenides’ philo- 
sophy is in this fragment. It also clearly marks the order of 
the two big divisions of the poem—On Truth and On Opinion. 

But the opposition is not only between logical thought 
and empirical thought. It is also between two essences, one 
of which is imposed with an immediate and absolute necessity, 
so that the other, being the complete negation of the former, 
is immediately excluded. For one of the “ roads” is “‘ that 
Being is, and it is not possible for it not to be; that is the 
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road of certainty, for it accompanies Truth. The other is, 
that Being is not, and, necessarily, Not-being is—a narrow 
path, on which,”’ the Goddess says, “ nothing will light your 
footsteps ” (Frag. 4. 1-6). If Being has relation only with 
itself, it is all the real; that which, denying it, has no 
relation with it cannot have any reality. Hence the decisive 
axiom, which cuts all the pretensions of false knowledge to 
the root: ‘““No! Let there never be victory for this, ‘ Not- 
being is’!’’ (Frag. 7). Of this impossibility there can be 
neither knowledge, for Not-being is ‘‘ never realized,’ nor 
expression (Frag. 4. 7 ff.). 

So it is ontological reality, that of the object, that governs 
the truth of knowledge. That is the meaning of the famous 
phrase, often misunderstood, “ Thinking and being are the 
same thing” (Frag. 5). The essence of being, the only 
possible object of thought, is what founds thought ; “ Think- 
ing and that for the sake of which thought takes place are 
the same thing, for, without the Being regarding which the 
utterance is made, you will not find thinking, seeing that 
there is nothing that is or should be, other than Being and 
outside it’ (Frag. 8. 24-37). So the ontological law deter- 
mines the ‘“‘ road’ for thought, that is, its rule. “ It must 
be absolutely or not at all. No power can compel it to be 
said that from Not-being something can arisc by its side... . 
Our decision upon that depends on this: it is or it is not. 
Therefore, of necessity, we must abandon the unthinkable 
and unnameable road, for it is not the true road;”’ therefore 
the other is the true road (Frag. 8. 10-18, 15-18). The 
principle of contradiction being the necessity in which thought 
is placed of choosing between a Yes and a No which are 
equally absolute, is thus brought out for the first time, and 
based on the ontological impossibility of a thing which, being 
distinct from being, should claim not to be not-being. This 
is a fact of capital importance in the history of thought, for 
the problem of judgment is thus raised. For how can the 
existing subject receive an attribute which is not the subject 
itself, or something of the subject which can be obtained 
from it by analysis? Being is the only attribute which suits 
being as a subject. Therewith the requirements of analytical 
philosophy, the impossibility of empirical thought, are laid 
down in all their rigour. To evade these destructive require- 
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ments will be the aim of the greatest endeavour of the 
philosophy of Plato and Aristotle.? 

This kind of thinning-out of the real, thus reduced to the 
most abstract and least comprehensive of notions, and, still 
more certainly, the method of deducing from the essence the 
attributes which it contains, seem, at least in part, to bear 
witness to the influence of the mathematical formalism of the 
Pythagoreans. Since Being is, it is necessarily not generated, 
for it does not need to arise from what is already, and, if it 
arose from Not-being, one would have to think, contradictorily, 
that Being is not; “ besides, what necessity would make it 
arise later or sooner ?’’ From a Not-being, only a Not-being 
can arise. For Being there is neither past nor future; it is 
in an eternal present. ‘“‘ Thus generation is abolished, and 
destruction is inconceivable ’’; there is no becoming. So, 
too, it would be contradictory for Being not to be “ of one 
single nature,’ not to have a perfectly homogeneous unity, 
wholly “‘ filled with being,” without anything which was more 
being or less being than itself, and, therefore, without dis- 
continuity or vacuum. It follows from that that it is also 
immovable ‘‘in the limits of the great bonds” in which 
“mighty Necessity ’’ holds it fast. Therefore it is unchange- 
able, as ‘“‘ residing’ wholly “in itself”’ ; and it is perfect and 
finite, for ‘“‘it lacks nothing, whereas, if it were infinite, it 
would lack everything.” So, after becoming, change in quality 
and motion are distinctly excluded from the real. Lastly, 
Being, since it is perfectly finite, must be so in every direction, 
resembling, like Truth, the mass of a well-rounded sphere, 
balancing itself on all sides (Frag. 8. 1-49). In short, Being 
has no determinations except those which it would be contra- 
dictory to deny it, because they are Being itsclf. 

As an object of logical thought, the single Being of 
Parmenides is, in this sense, something intelligible ; and that is 
why Aristotle says that it is “‘ formal” (kara roy Noyor). But 
moreover, being indivisible, continuous, finite, and spherical, 
it is, again in Aristotle's words, a physical reality. Parmenides 
conceived of Being in the spirit of a physicist, and then 
transferred the conception to the plane of logical thought, so 
that he may for this be regarded as an early professor of the 


1 See below, Bk. iii, ch. iii, the paradoxes of the Megarics and Cynics on pre- 
dication, and the refutation in the Sophist in particular, 
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existence of motionless essences, Ideas or substantial forms.! 
Therefore the only way to understand the strange nature 
of this logical body seems to be to conceive of it as extent 
whose indivisibility and continuity are wholly intellectual, 
an intelligible extent without parts, like the Cartesian 
extent later. Whether we imagine it as scattered about, or 
as collected and arranged in a universe, “ thought will never 
cut Being off from its continuity with Being ” (Frag. 2). We 
must not forget that the Pythagoreans were incapable of 
thinking of the concept of number except in extension, and 
that the incorporeal and corporeal were not yet distinguished. 
There does not, therefore, seem to be any anachronism in 
this interpretation of the thought of Parmenides. 

Next, passing from “ trustworthy speech and thought of 
the True’”’ to the Opinions of mortals (Frag. 8. 50 ff.), we 
leave a physical science of the intelligence for one of the 
senses, that is, one which does not allow of rational deter- 
minations. Although one must turn away from this deceptive 
road, one must also, as we have seen, know it as a precautionary 
measure. It runs in two directions, which seem to correspond 
to two degrees of irrationality (Frag. 6). One direction, the 
worse, seems to be that of the philosophy of Heracleitos, for 
those who take it “‘ wander this way and that,” they are 
““ two-faced men,’ who “let themselves be carried away,” 
for whom “to be and not to be are and are not the same 
thing,’ who hold that “in everything there is a road which 
runs opposite to itself.” 

The other direction, corresponding to the physics of 
Opinion set forth in the second part of the poem, seems to 
be that followed by men who, while recognizing that Being 
is, at the same time hold that it is unreal; that is, they 
confound Being and Not-being, but without any intention 
of identifying them on principle. The corresponding physical 
theory is presented in a form too elaborate to be regarded ? 
as a kind of dramatic fiction by which Parmenides, without 
expressing his personal ideas, explains how, by hypothesis, 
Not-being might be conceived, namely, as false appearance. 
It is, perhaps, more likely that he set forth definite opinions 
fo others, either those of the Pythagoreans themselves, in 


1 Metaph., A. 5, 986 b 18, 32; De Caelo, iii. 1, 298 b 14-24. 
2 As does If, 723 ff. (French trans., 66). 8 LXX, 225 ff ; LEXI, § 90. 
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which case we thus have information about their physics, of 
which we know so little, or a kind of doxography, preparatory 
or ancillary to the teaching of his own doctrine ;! this would 
explain certain characteristic traces of the theories of Anaxi- 
mandros and Anaximenes and, inversely, the absence of 
certain specifically Pythagorean dogmas. 

Whatever may be the truth in this much debated question,? 
we note, first of all, that the first error of mortals to which 
Parmenides refers is that they have admitted two ‘‘ forms,” 
one of which, he says (Frag. 8. 53 ff.), “is not necessary.” 
These are two bodies of absolutely opposite nature—the 
ethereal Fire, “‘ devoid of violence, in all things like to itself,”’ 
and Night, dark, thick, and heavy, the only designations, 
among many, which are perfectly authentic. Now, if Par- 
menides had only meant to rationalize physics in general, it 
is clear that Ionian monism, in his monistic eyes, would have 
answered the purpose much better. It is, therefore, probable 
that, in mentioning two physical principles, he had a special 
doctrine in view, and it is not impossible that it was the 
Pythagorean, if one remembers the importance which it 
attached to oppositions. Moreover, Parmenides is said to 
have arranged the two principles on the side of Being and on 
that of Not-being respectively. Now, since the physicists 
whose theory he is describing place Not-being in Being, 
without being especially aware of it, he might regard these 
false principles as external denominations or symbols, only 
one of which corresponds to the real, and yet he might condemn 
the error which consists in admitting collaboration between 
Not-being and Being. 

The generation of things from these two principles down- 
wards was probably presented in a sexual aspect, as a succession 
of unions and births or separations, which were referred to 
the action of mythical forces—-a Goddess who governs all and 
apportions lots, rather vaguely designated by the name of 
Necessity or Justice, who seems to have her seat in the heart 
of the universe, like the central fire of the Pythagoreans ; 
Love, “‘ the first of the gods whom she bore’’; and lastly, 
perhaps, Discord. His system of the universe, so far as we 


1 LXXXII, 63. 

2 Cf. the review of interpretations by W. Nestle in II, 729-32. 

8 Arist., Metaph., A. 5, 985 b 34 ff.; De Gen. et Corr., i. 3, 318 b 6. 
# Frag. 12, 10, end. Cf. LXVI, ch. 18, A. 37. 
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can gather, recalls both the last two Milesians and the Pytha- 
goreans, but there is no “‘ Counter-earth.”’ It is a system of 
‘‘crowns.”” Some are unmixed—that is, made entirely of 
fire, or of night, juxtaposed in pairs. Thus, on the circum- 
ference is ‘‘ outermost Olympos,’’ composed of the solid 
envelope of the sky and of the ethereal fire, which, in its turn, 
envelops all the rest; in the middle is the earth, with its 
solid crown and its central fire. The others are mixtures of 
fire and night; the Milky Way, planets, sun, and moon are 
alternate aspirations by Night of the ethereal fire and of the 
igneous element of the immediately surrounding crown, so 
that all the stars are “‘ compressions ”’ of fire. If Parmenides 
really maintained that the earth was spherical, it is possible 
that he regarded the crowns as the “‘ rinds ” of spheres.!- But 
the question is as difficult in his case as in that of the Pytha- 
goreans. 

In what the physics of Opinion said of the phenomena of 
life and thought, we recognize the same inspirations, and, in 
addition, that of Alemaeon—inquiries about the origins of 
life, the determination of sex in relation to heat and cold, the 
production of monsters, etc.2 Knowledge, either in the 
fundamental form of sensation or in that of memory or 
thought (which is just the same), requires, in order to be true, 
that there should be, in the sentient body, a well-proportioned 
mixture of hot and cold, and, in order to be pure, that fire 
should predominate in it. A predominance of cold allows 
sensation to survive, for the dead body perceives cold, silence, 
and, no doubt, darkness. The diversity of sensations, present 
or reviving, was explained by the effluences which bring a 
resemblance of the object fitting into the pores of the sentient 
subject, while the subject itself exerts an action of its own, 
for the eye has rays which touch outside things, as with hands. 
Lastly, the destiny of souls was perhaps set forth in the spirit 
of the Pythagorean doctrine. 

This physical theory of illusion already enables us to 
define the position of Parmenides in the history of thought. 
It does more. If he was not an idealist, at least, by his 
conception of the real of the physicists, he opened the path to 


1 Cf. especially Frag. 10 ff., and op. cit., A. 37, beginning, and 44. 
2 Frag. 17 ff. and A. 51-4 Frag. 16 an "A. 46-8, 
4 Frag. 13 with its context. 


THE ELEATICS 91 


the philosophy of Ideas. Secondly, in laying down as a rule 
of thought the principle of contradiction, itself based on the 
law of being, he founded speculative ontology, and, more 
generally, all rationalistic philosophy. Lastly, by the logical 
intoxication and the passion of the dialectical audacities with 
which he surrounded this discovery, he straightaway gave 
the problem of the relationship of being to its determinations 
the striking form which was most likely to stimulate reflection. 


Ill 
ZENON OF ELEA 


The uncertainties of the dating of Parmenides affect that 
of Zenon, his favourite pupil and probably his successor in 
the direction of the School of Elea. But, although the purpose 
of the Parmenides makes us suspicious of Plato with regard 
to the date, if not the fact, of Zenon’s visit to Athens, there is 
no good reason for suspecting his evidence with regard to 
the significance and subject of Zenon’s book, which was doubt- 
less in his hands. First of all, it was a book of the writer’s 
youth, and he wanted it to be “ a reinforcement for the theory 
of Parmenides against those who try to make fun of it on the 
ground that, if one admits oneness, the theory is involved in a 
mass of absurd consequences which contradict it.’ Against 
the champions of the Many “ he turns their own arguments, 
and others to boot,’ showing that the assumption of multi- 
plicity “‘ has consequences even more absurd than that of 
unity, 1f one works them out far enough.”’ It is an unpretend- 
ing work, which sets out to say no more than what Parmenides 
has said, but does so with the ardour of a young man who 
wants to get the better of his opponent.! It was, then, a book 
against the theory of the Many, doubtless the work of which 
Simplicius has preserved three fragments. The famous 
arguments against motion do not appear in it, and it is 
remarkable that Simplicius knows them only from Aristotle’s 
account. Perhaps we should infer from this that, regarding 
these arguments, Aristotle merely echoes the tradition of 
the school, and that Zenon published no book except that 


1 Parm., 128 c-e. 
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mentioned by Plato. To what do the other titles preserved 
refer—the Disputations, Against the Philosophers? We do 
not know, nor do we know whether Zenon really wrote a book 
On Nature and an Explanation of Empedocles, containing a 
physical theory of appearance similar to that of Parmenides.? 

Zenon’s method, defined with such exact precision, is 
what, since Aristotle, has been called the ‘‘ dialectical.’? With 
reference to a given question, from a “ probable *’ answer—that 
is, one approved by an imaginary interlocutor, or by some 
philosopher, or by common opinion—you deduce the con- 
sequences which it entails, and you show that these con- 
sequences contradict each other and the initial thesis and lead 
to an opposite thesis, no less “ probable’ than the first ; 
with the result that your opponent, having to choose between 
two alternatives, will have admitted ‘* Yes’”’ and “‘ No”’ in 
turn on the same subject. So the method is based on the 
principle of contradiction, in the strict form given to it by 
Parmenides. Its effect is to confound the opponent and raise 
a laugh at his expense, but it is also to close two opposite ways, 
in order that only one of them may be left on which it is 
possible to go. The method is, therefore, disputatious or 
‘“‘eristic’’; but it has a positive end, namely, to clear the 
ground for the dogmatic thesis of Parmenides, to ‘ reinforce 
him.’ So we should only be justified in rejecting Zenon’s 
arguments as sophisms if he had adopted the consequences 
deduced as truths ; but to him they are only as “ probable ”’ 
as the opposite, and the truth hes elsewhere. In giving a 
technical form to a process of discussion which, before his 
time, had been conducted haphazard and unconsciously, 
Zenon appeared to the ancients, and not without reason, to 
have made a very important discovery. Plato calls him the 
‘* Palamedes of Elea.”’ 2? To his method we owe, if not the 
application of dialogue to philosophical inquiry, at least a 
certain way of disentangling and debating questions, which 
is equally found in the rhetoric of the Sophists and in Socratic 
philosophy. 

The notion of plurality, first of all, provoked four 
arguments. 


1 H. Dicls holds that the former title is that of the book on the Many. 
2 Phaedros, 261 d. Cf. Aristotle, Frag. 65 (saying that Zenon “invented ” 
dialectic). 
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(i) The first envisaged it under the aspect of size. Now, 
size is either composed of indivisibles which are distinct 
unities, or is a continuum, the parts of which are not distinct. 
If size is a sum of parts (the first case), one must admit 
that, being made of things which are nothing in size, it will 
itself be nothing in size, and no addition or subtraction 
will increase or diminish it, so that things will disappear in 
infinite smallness. In the second case, a real finite thing will 
contain an infinite number of real parts, and so will be 
infinitely great (Frags. 1 and 2). 


(ii) The second argument envisaged plurality as number. 
Since it is real, things, being really distinct, will be finite in 
number ; but they will also be infinite in number, for if they 
are to be distinct there must be things between them, which, 
if they are to be distinct in their turn, require further things 
between them, and so ad infinitum (Frag. 3). 


(iii) If plurality is real, said the third argument, things 
are outside one another and each occupies a real place. But 
that real place must in its turn be in a place, and so ad 
infimtum. Therefore plurality is not real.? 


(iv) The fourth argument, which was later set in the form 
of a dialogue between Zenon and Protagoras, was as follows. 
If plurality were real, the numerical ratio between a bushel 
of millet, one millet-seed, and a ten-thousandth part of a 
grain would be equal to the ratio between the noises which 
they make when they fall on the ground; and that is not 
the case.’ 

The notion of movement likewise gave occasion for 
four arguments. The first two, generally known as the 
‘* Dichotomy ”’ and ‘“ Achilles and the tortoise,”’ differ only in 
that the second presents in a dramatic form, with reference 
to a particular ratio of division, the reasoning set forth in 
the first. A moving thing will never reach the end of its 
trajectory until it has gone half of it, and half of half, and, 
in short, has numbered an infinite number. Consequently, 
when the swiftest runner, the light-footed Achilles, chases a 
tortoise, the slowest of creatures, he will never catch it; for 
if the amounts of their speeds are real, they will always be 
in the same ratio, and the division will go on to infinity. So 

1 LXVIUI, ch. 19, A. 24. 2 Ibid., A. 29. 
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the unintelligibility of movement was proved by the im- 
possibility of infinite composition.! 

The other two arguments, the “ Arrow ”’ and the “ Race- 
course,” are also parallel. Both presuppose the composition 
of indivisibles, but the first supposes that of moments of 
time only, and the second that of moments of time and points 
of space. Also, the first considers only one moving thing, 
the second several. A thing is always in a place equal to 
itself; an arrow in flight cannot, in an indivisible moment, 
go out of the place which it occupies ; therefore, since it does 
not change its place, it is motionless,’ and it will always be 
so, if time is, by hypothesis, a sum of moments. Now let 
us imagine, on a race-course, three parallel groups, each of 
four indivisible ‘‘ masses’ or points. Two of these groups, 
which take up half the course, each from 
a different end as far as the middle, are 
moving in opposite directions with equal 
speed. The third remains stationary in 
the middle of the course, occupying the same length as the 
others. When the other two move, they cover the whole length 
of each other, but only half the length of the third ; therefore 
they do it in a time which is at once double and single, since, 
if the speed is equal, the time is proportionate to the distance. 
In other words, if movement is real, the mutual passing of 
moving masses, in relation to one another and in relation to 
stationary masses, cuts or divides pieces of space and of 
time which, by hypothesis, were points and moments, that 
is, indivisible. Therefore, either all is equal to the half, or 
real motion, as conceived by the initial hypothesis, is un- 
intelligible. 

So it was by reductio ad absurdum that Zenon cleared the 
ground for the demonstration of the thesis of Parmenides. 
In form, his arguments are “‘ serious games,” 4 and have the 
fancifulness with which the Greeks often liked to enliven the 
dryest subjects. Fundamentally, they are not a criticism of 
the continuous itself, for that is one of the predicates which, 
according to Parmenides (Frag. 8, ll. 6, 25), are part of the 
essence of Being, but a criticism of the composition of the 


1 Ibid., A. 25 and 26. 2 Ibid., A. 27, and Frag. 4. 
_ 8 Ibid., A. 28. Bayle represents the argument ingeniously by means of two 
pieces sliding in a groove (Dic. Hist., art. ‘“‘ Zénon”’ F.; cf. VI, i. 160). 
4 Plato, Parm., 137 b. 
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continuous, whether by indivisibles or by infinitely divisible 
parts.1 Lastly, what vitiates them is their very principle, 
the vice of Eleaticism—the absolute conception of the prin- 
ciple of contradiction and the abstract realism which makes 
relations into things in themselves. Such as they are, however, 
it is undeniable that, by the effort of reflection and discussion 
which they provoked, they greatly benefited the philosophical 
analysis of the notions of infinite and continuous, number, 
space or time, and movement. 


IV 
MELISSOS OF SAMOS 


That the last representative of Eleaticism should have 
been an Ionian shows how that philosophy had spread. The 
fact that Melissos was the admiral of Samos when it revolted 
against Athens is another proof, and no doubtful one, of the 
frequent union at this time of philosophical speculation with 
active participation in public life. But the date of his 
brilliant naval victory, 442 B.c., does not authorize any 
probable inference regarding his chronology. His book On 
Nature or Being seems to have been read by Simplicius, who 
has preserved ten fragments of it, some fairly long, tells us 
the plan, and gives a paraphrase. This last is not a citation, 
as was first thought, but it may possibly contain some extracts 
from the original.? 

What first strikes one is the novelty of his method. Instead 
of reasoning in the abstract, like Parmenides and Zenon, he 
places himself on the same ground as the physicists, and 
makes use of their speculations on manifold, changing experi- 
ence to prove the unity and immobility of Being.’ Moreover, 
he places the Eleatic problem on a new ground, that of 
knowledge, and, in conformity with his method, he criticizes 
empirical knowledge. If, he says, all the things and all the 
qualities determined by our experience—earth, water, fire, 
gold, iron, white, black, living, dead, ete.—are real and “ true 

1 LU, especially the second study 

2 LXXI, 370, n.4; 371, n.2. The pseudo-Aristotelian treatise On Melissos, etc., 
the first two chapters of which deal with our philosopher, may be utilized, but 


with caution. 
3’ LXVUI, ch. 20, A. 14. Cf. below, Chap. VI, on Leucippos. 
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things,” and if there is no failing in our senses and mind, “‘ then 
each of these things must always be what it is.” But experi- 
ence shows that they change incessantly, disappearing and 
being transformed. Therefore there is no truth in our know- 
ledge of this multiplicity ; its object is not real. For ‘ there 
is nothing stronger than the truth of real Being. Now, if it 
changed, it would mean that Being perished, while Not-being 
came into existence. So, therefore, if there were multiplicity, 
it would have to be exactly what the One is ”’ (Frag. 8)—which 
is contradictory. It seems, lastly, that in the starting-point 
of his demonstration that Being cannot be generated or perish 
(a less abstract and more rapid argument than that of 
Parmenides), Melissos intends to prove to the pluralistic 
physicists that their axiom, “‘ Nothing arises from nothing 
or returns to nothing ”’ turns against themselves. 

The impossibility that Being should ever begin to exist 
then leads Melissos to a proposition which, at first sight, seems 
serious treason to Parmenides. Parmenides had said that 
Being is finite. Melissos declares that it is infinite. It is infinite 
because, unlike what is generated, it has neither beginning 
nor end, and it is infinite just as it is eternal (Frags. 2, 8). 
Aristotle, who conceives of no infinity but infinity of com- 
position, and denies to space an infinity which he allows to 
time, is particularly hard on this innovation.? But that is 
perhaps because he fails to understand that, since the Being 
of the Eleatics was something really incomposite, and not 
something always unfinished and potential, Melissos wanted 
it to be truly absolute. Now, if it is absolute in time, in that 
it is eternal, it must, by analogy, also be absolute in space, 
that is, infinite. Far from thinking that he was preaching 
heresy in this, Melissos may have said that he was most truly 
satisfying the demands of Eleaticism. 

The unity of Being follows from its infinity. For, if 
infinite Being is not one, either one part of itself limits another, 
or another being limits it (Frags. 5, 6). To this original 
argument, which reminds one of Spinoza, Melissos adds 
another based on physical considerations. If the continuous 
is not simple and one, its parts must be separated by vacuum. 


1 Frag. 1 and § 1 (bottom of the page) of Simplicius’s paraphrase. 
2 Phys., i. 2, 185 a 32; 3, beginning; Metaph., A. 5, 986 b 19; Soph EL, 
5, 167 b 1-20; 6, 168 b 35 ff. 
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But if there were vacuum, it would insinuate itself every- 
where, and so would end by dissolving Being into nothing, 
which we already know to be impossible. Therefore Being 
has no parts and is one.? 

The negation of vacuum proves the immobility of Being 
in two ways. First, Being has nothing into which it could 
withdraw if it left its place, and secondly, without vacuum, it 
cannot contract or dilate in itself (Frags. 7, §§ ‘7-10, and 10). 
Furthermore, it is unchangeable, in virtue of its very unity ; 
for if it could grow greater or less or suffer any pain or altera- 
tion, it would become unlike itself, and would in a way double 
itself. Besides, if Being changed by as much as the thickness 
of a hair in ten thousand years, it must be completely anni- 
hilated in the whole of time (Frag. 7, §§ 1-6). Is this unchange- 
able being God, and has it blessedness ?? Such ideas seem 
very foreign to the spirit of Melissos. In any case, that 
blessedness would be without consciousness, for one cannot see 
what a consciousness would be, without alteration or change. 

Lastly, since Being is one, it cannot have body. For, if 
it had ‘‘ thickness,’ that is, volume, it would have parts and 
would no longer be one (Frag. 9). Parmenides, on the contrary, 
had defined Being as a sphere. But on this point, too, Melissos 
seems to have wished only to formulate his master’s thought 
more precisely, not to break with it. He is afraid lest that 
spherical Being should be taken, with its centre and its circum- 
ference, for a limited portion of space. He wants to show that 
space, which is full, and in his eyes is infinitely large, is also, 
without possible equivocation, truly indivisible and one. He 
does what Spinoza did later, in attributing extension to God 
while denying him a body. 

Melissos was an original, vigorous thinker, remarkably 
firm and lucid, and is more fairly appreciated by Plato, who 
places him almost on a level with Parmenides, than by 
Aristotle, who heaps insults on him.? Eleaticism survived him, 
its critical and negative elements in the Sophists, and its deeper 
and more philosophic elements in an interpretation of the 
Socratic doctrine of the concept which holds an important place 
in the history of Greek thought—the Megaric interpretation. 


; Hee 7, ate and the passages of Aristotle, LKVHI, ch. 20, A. 8. 
f 199 
8 Plato, Theaet., 180 e, 183 a. Aristotle calls him “ disputatious,” “ loutly,” 
“far too coarse” a ‘spirit ; cf. Bonitz, Ind. Ar., 452 a 52. 
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CHAPTER V 


ALTERNATION OF THE ONE AND THE MANY. 
EMPEDOCLES OF ACRAGAS 


THE doctrines of Empedocles seem to derive from the mixture 
of three influences, however they may have come to him— 
Pythagoreanism (in the religious beliefs which make it akin 
to Orphicism and also in its scientific spirit), Eleaticism, and 
the philosophy of Heracleitos. It is doubtful whether he owes 
anything to Leucippos the Atomist or to Anaxagoras ; though 
he was younger than the latter, his writings are earlier, 
according to Aristotle. He belonged to an aristocratic family 
of Acragas, one of the liveliest and most prosperous cities in 
Sicily. His life, which seems to fall between the ten first 
years of the Vth century and about 430, is less known to us 
than his character, about which tradition and his own utter- 
ances give us information. He believed himself invested with 
a supernatural power. “‘ Friends,’’ he says solemnly at the 
beginning of his poem, the Purifications (xa@appyoi), “ I am 
come to you as an immortal god, honoured among all as is 
fitting to my nature, my brow bound with fillets and flowery 
wreaths. When I go into the thriving cities with this train 
of men and women, I am venerated. Thousands hasten to 
follow me. They ask me the road which shall lead them to 
advantage ; some ask for oracles, others, who suffer from a 
thousand maladies, would hear the word which heals ”’ 
(Frag. 112). He knows that he brings truth, but “ the assault 
of belicf on the heart” is jealously combated by incredulous 
distrust (Frag. 114). Moreover, the end of his poem On Nature 
hardly leaves any doubt that the object of the study of nature 
is, In his eyes, to enable us to exert arbitrary, absolute influence 
on things by magical means. ‘“‘ All the remedies which are a 
succour against ills and old age,” he says to his disciple 
1 Metaph., A. 3, 984a 10; LXVMHI, ch. 21, A. 7. 
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Pausanias, ‘‘ you shall learn them. . .. You shall calm 
the rage of the unwearying winds .. . and you shall 
bring back repairing breaths when you wish. For the 
good of men, you shall make drought follow rain, and rain 
follow drought. . .. And you shall make the soul of a 
dead man come out of Hades” (Frag. 111). Tradition, 
too, speaks of the sombre gravity of his pose, the royal 
pomp with which he surrounded himself, and the various 
miracles which he performed. In short, it seems that, like 
Pythagoras, Empedocles was at an early date recognized by 
enthusiastic admirers as the supernatural man he believed 
himself to be. 

This conviction, instead of strengthening his ties with 
aristocracy, threw him on the side of the people. He was a 
fierce, jealous champion of equality, mercilessly unmasking 
and denouncing the smallest threat to democracy. He 
sacrificed his fortune to the good of his fellow-countrymen. 
He was a kind of Savonarola, or, as he has been called, a 
mystical Jacobin. Then, probably about 440, the friend of 
the people of Acragas felt himself called to bring about the 
happiness of all the Greeks. He roamed about Sicily and 
Great Greece, crossed over to the Peloponnese, read his 
Purifications at the great gathering at Olympia, and perhaps 
went to Athens, unless the trial of Anaxagoras (482) deterred 
him. The very fact of this apostolic tour and the ascendancy 
which he obtained over his hearers allow one to assume that 
he had oratorical gifts which could arouse the enthusiasm of 
crowds. Timon called him a “rattle of the market-place.’’ ! 
Perhaps this is the origin of the tradition that Empedocles was 
the inventor of rhetoric and the master of the other Sicilians 
who are credited with such an important part in the creation 
of that art—Corax, Tisias, and, lastly, Gorgias, who was 
certainly influenced by Empedocles.?, He was trained in the 
dialectic of the Eleatics, and to develop a technique of speaking 
from it he had only to adapt it to wider purposes, with other 
methods. However that may be, it seems that during his 
Panhellenic mission, by not keeping the people of Acragas 
under the influence of his tongue, he lost his credit with them, 
and was sentenced to banishment. The story of his death is 
that of an apotheosis, and was gradually embellished with all 


1 Frag. 42. 1. 2 LXVIL, ch. 21, A. 19; XCM 
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the usual features of such myths. One night, after banquet- 
ing with his followers, he vanished at the summons of a voice ; 
a light shone in the sky ; he was seen no more; Etna received 
his body and gave up the bronze of his shoes. Henceforth he 
was a god again, and sacrifices must be paid to him. For the 
character that he wished to be, it was certainly, in the words 
ascribed to his disciple Pausanias, the end ‘‘ which one should 
wish.”’ 

The literary magnificence of the two poems mentioned 
above, the only ones which can be attributed to Empedocles 
with certainty, earned them such general admiration} that 
about a thousand lines, roughly a fifth of the whole, have 
been preserved. The poem On Nature is probably earlier than 
the Purifications, although this has lately been contested by 
arguments which are sometimes plausible.? In any case, if it 
is true, as we have seen, that the two poems bear witness to 
the same spirit and to the alliance of religious sentiment 
with science already encountered in the Pythagoreans, the 
question is of no great importance to the study of the author’s 
thought. 

The most immediately obvious feature of Empedocles’ 
physics is his abandonment of the single matter which, for 
the Ionian naturalists, was the permanent foundation of 
becoming, in favour of several elemental determinations of 
things. As a fact, he does not know them under the name of 
‘** elements,’ which was not used in this sense before Plato ; 3 
he calls them “ the roots of all things’ (Frag. 6. 1). Then, 
when he sets out to prove that, like the single matter of the 
Ionians, they are the eternal substance of things, he uses 
Parmenides’ demonstration of the eternity of Being, trans- 
lating it into majestic language (Frags. 11-14). In the All 
there 1s no vacuum, in which something, no one knows how, 
could come into being, nor anything in excess, which could 
be destroyed. Everywhere are the roots of Being. ‘‘ Identical 
with themselves ”’ (Frag. 17. 32 ff.), they are what they have 
always been, and will always be what they are. 

There are four such roots—fire, water, ether (more rarely 
called air), and earth. Often he seems to deify them, when 
he calls them “shining Zeus, nourishing Hera, A‘%doneus 


1 See the enthusiastic eulogy of Lucretius, i. 714-34. 
2 Cf, LEXXIV, 159-74. 8 XL, 15, 3. 
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(Hades), and Nestis, who with her waves feeds mortal springs ”’ 
(Frag. 6). The mythical names, about the application of 
which it is not always easy to agree, do not at all take away 
from the phenomenal reality of these foundations of Being. 
They have their reality in extension; they are bodies which, 
without having weight, have each an essential qualitative 
‘form.’ These “‘forms’”’ are single, for their number can 
neither be increased nor lessened. For experience reveals 
neither more nor less to us—-‘‘ the sun, which we sec every- 
where, hot and bright, the immortal bodies (the stars), bathed 
in vapour and white light, the rain, which everywhere brings 
darkness and cold, and the earth, from which all stable, solid 
foundation derives”’ (Frag. 21. 1-6). They are, then, the 
great masses among which things are distributed, and one 
need not look beyond them for elements of elements.1 They 
are not generated, and do not perish. ‘“ All are equal and of 
the same age. But each takes care of its dignity and each 
has its character, although they are in turn uppermost in the 
revolution of time”’ (Frag. 17. 27-9). It follows that they 
are “the seed from which comes all that has been, all that 
is, and all that will be,’ not only mortal things, but also 
‘ the long-lived gods, high in honour ”’ (Frag. 21. 9-12). So, 
placing himself at the point of view of the most manifest 
sensuous experience, which most affects us practically, 
Kmpcdocles thought that one should take as they are the big 
differences which it imposes on the attention, and that the 
older philosophers were wrong in trying to choose between 
them. It is not impossible, too, that this belief was rein- 
forced by the influence of the Pythagorean Tetractys, which 
thus helped to found a division which was to reign unchallenged 
for centurics. 

So, having said that at the origin there were a number 
of qualities, already specified and unchangeably specified, 
Kmpedocles now had to explain how things came into being. 
But, like Parmenides, he denied all qualitative becoming and 
even all generation of substance, in a word, physts itself, in 
the sense of the ancient physics. ‘‘ There are,’’ he said, ‘‘ only 
mingling, and then exchange between the things which have 
been mingled. Generation is but a name, accredited by men ”’ 


1 The contrary evidence (LXVIII, A. 43) is the result of a confusion. Cf. LXI, 
223 ; LXXI, 265, n. 3. 
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(Frag. 8). So, starting from quality, he defines change by 
mechanical processes—mixture and exchange. ‘“ By running 
after one another,’ the elements, which are qualitatively 
unchangeable, “ take on different aspects ’’ (Frag. 21, end). 
Here no combination takes place which transforms them. 
But everything happens as when a painter, taking paints, 
each with its own colour, and mixing them in various pro- 
portions, makes of these mixtures paintings which resemble 
the infinity of real things of which Empedocles has been 
speaking (Frag. 23). That, then, is the exact sense in which 
we must understand that the elements are the “seed”’ or 
‘“‘ source ’’ (Frag. 23. 10) of all things. Moreover, the particles 
thus set side by side are mixed, as in the example of the 
painter, in definite proportions. ‘“‘ Of the eight parts, the 
earth received in its wide funncls two parts of the brightness 
of Nestis (water) and four of Hephaestos (fire); so white 
bones were produced ’”’ (Frag. 96. 1-3), or, as he says else- 
where, the flesh, tendons, and blood.1 The general law 
governing these mixtures is a law of mutual “‘ adjustment,” 
or, as we should say, affinity ; “‘ the things most favourable 
to mixing with one another cherish one another”’ (Frags. 
22. 1-5; 90). How does this movement of like to like take 
place? “ Efflucnces’”’ (azoppoai) constantly emanate from 
the compounds or from the elemental masses, enter the 
‘’ pores,’ or minute, invisible passages of other bodies (those 
of a looser texture having more pores), and flow through 
these passages.” There is aflinity between bodies where there 
is a “ common measure ” (cuuperpia) between the emanations 
of one and the pores of the other; otherwise, like oil and 
water, they cannot mix.? But does not this imply that if 
effluences are too big to go into small pores they cannot be 
divided ? So Empedocles was on the road to atomism.* Yet, 
since he also denied vacuum (Frag. 13), he should not have 
failed to say how the circulation of indivisible effluences 
agrees with the hypothesis of the plenum. 

But the echanical process by which these mixtures and 
exchanges take place, so as to produce and govern an apparent 


1 Frag. 98; LXVI, A. 78, beginning. Cf. the context of Frag. 96. 

2 Cf. Alemaeon, p. 79. : 

8 Frag. 89 ; Plato, Menon, 76d; Arist., Gen. et Corr., i. 8, beginning ; Theophr., 
De Sensu, 12 (LXVIM, a. 86). 

¢ Arist., loc. cit., 325 b 5-7. 
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becoming, also requires, according to Empedocles, two other 
principles, one “ outside ’’ the elements and “ weighing on 
them equally in every direction,’ namely Discord (vetcos) or 
Hatred, and the other “ inside ” the elements and ‘‘ equal to 
them in length and breadth,” namely Friendship (¢:d\6 rx), 
Aphrodite, Cypris, or, again, Harmony, Tenderness, Joy 
(Frag. 17). These seem to be a sort of material environments, 
but perceptible only to the mind (Frag. 17. 21), and, being 
conceived on the type of the spontaneous forces which are 
living beings or act in living beings, they are represented 
anthropomorphically. In doing this, Empedocles added on 
to his mechanical theory a dynamic theory by which, in his 
own way, he separates the vital principle which the Ionians 
placed in their single substance from matter, without, however, 
ceasing to regard that principle as material. If the two 
tendencies had been explicitly distinguished before, we might 
suppose that Empedocles deliberately tricd to reconcile them, 
as an eclectic. The truth is rather that he tried them both 
in turn. But this very vacillation of his thought helped to 
make philosophic reflection more clearly aware of their 
opposition. 

By the action of Friendship the many tends to form a 
unity ; by that of Discord, unity breaks up and gives place 
to plurality (Frag. 17. 16 ff.). The two motive forces are 
perpetual antagonists, but one or the other in turn tends to 
get the upper hand, without absolutely excluding the other ; 
otherwise there would be either absolute unity and immobility, 
or absolute multiplicity and ungoverned chaotic movement 
(Frag. 17. 4-8). So the reign of Friendship, traversed by the 
dissensions of Hatred, is followed by a reign of Discord, which 
Friendship labours to bring to an end. Then the cycle re- 
commences, identical with itself. Thus Empedocles can say 
that, ‘‘ in one sense, things begin to exist ’’ and “ theirs is not 
a perpetually unchangeable existence,” for the sceptre changes 
hands; but that, ‘‘ in that perpetual exchange never ceases, 
there is always immobility in the circular movement,” that 
is, in the alternation of the two reigns (Frag. 17. 1-13). The 
state of things in which Friendship reaches the height of its 
reign is what Empedocles, doubtless in memory of the spherical 
Being of Parmenides, calls the Sphaeros (sphere). ‘‘ So 
securely,’’ he says, “‘ was the well-rounded Sphaeros held in 
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the deep fastness of Harmony, joyous and proud of his 
independence ” (Frag. 27. 3 ff.). This chaos in which all the 
elemental particles, however much intermingled, retain their 
unchangeable specification, but without it being possible to 
distinguish it, is more like the Migma of Anaxagoras than 
the wholly indeterminate chaos which was Anaximandros’s 
Infinite. Empedocles speaks of it as a god (Frag. 31). But, 
apart from the fact that the elements, too, are gods, and yet 
other gods are formed from them, one may doubt that the 
blessedness bestowed on him in the quotation above was more 
than a moral symbol of the victory of Love in nature. 

In the “ limbs ”’ of the Sphaeros there is no “ dissension ” 
(Frag. 27 a). But from outside, or rather “‘ from the outer- 
most bounds of the circle,’ Discord “‘ sprang forth towards 
the honours, when the time was accomplished which brings 
their return in virtue of the great pact,” ? and this assault 
‘* shook the limbs ”’ of the Sphaeros (Frag. 31). Friendship 
resists. This struggle seems to give rise to an eddying move- 
ment (éivy), and Discord comes almost “ to the centre of the 
vortex.” But there Fricndship holds its ground. So when 
the time comes round for “‘ the immortal onrush of victorious 
Friendship ’’ (Frag. 35), it drives Discord back towards the 
circumference, to make the Sphaeros pure once more. Thus 
Friendship and Discord have retreated in turn without letting 
go of each other, one to be confined for a time to the centre, 
the other to retire for a time to the boundary. Now, each of 
these processes is thus alike generative and destructive ; “ for 
there are for all things one generation which is produced and 
destroyed by union, and another which is nourished and 
scattered by separation ’”’ (Frag. 17. 3-5). What Friendship 
has created by union, it finally destroys by confusion ; what 
Discord has created by dissociation, it destroys by breaking 
things up so small that the elements are, no doubt, as impossible 
to distinguish as they were in the unity of the Sphaeros §— 
there is incoherent chaos instead of compact chaos. 

It is needless to dwell on the vague generality of this law 
of evolution. One must at least remember that the ancient 
critics, while pointing out its arbitrary character, condemned 
Empedocles for giving such an important place to chance ; 


1 Cf. Arist., Phys., i. 4, 187 a 21. 2 Compare Lucretius’s foedera naturae. 
8 See LEXXVI, his Frag. 26 a, and App. iii. 599-611. 
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in more than one passage in his poem, it is said, he invoked 
‘* the will of Fortune.’ 1 This is, indeed, an expedient without 
which it would have been very difficult for him to construct 
his twofold cosmogony. For there is hardly any doubt that 
Empedocles described the formation of a world in each of 
the phases of the cosmic cycle—the present phase, ruled by 
Discord, which has given rise to our world, and that preceding 
it, in which Friendship prevailed.2. It was in the age of 
Friendship, probably, that the organic compounds were 
formed—bone, flesh, etc.—which, as we have seen, contain 
the elements in definite proportions, and to it the ‘ wondrous 
sight’ (Frag. 85, end) of his fantastic zoogony must belong. 
“On the earth,’ the poet sings, “‘ great numbers of heads 
sprang up without necks, single shoulderless arms wandered 
about, and eyes strayed up and down, embellished by no 
forehead’ (Frags. 57-8). Then these early mixtures of 
previous compounds tended to unite in their turn, at hap- 
hazard, isolated limbs joining on to anything which they 
happened to meet. So there appeared creatures ‘“ with their 
feet turned ”’ so that they could not walk and “ innumerable 
hands,’’ creatures ‘‘ with double faces and double chests,” 
‘‘ cattle with men’s faces and men with the faces of oxen,”’ 
hermaphrodites, and the like (Frags. 59-61).8 

The details of the cosmogony of Discord are better known 
to us, and are rich in ingenious and acute notions. The first. 
effect * of the disintegration of the Sphaeros was the separation 
first of the air, which spread everywhere in a circle, and then 
of fire, which, finding no other place suitable to it, rushed 
towards the circumference, hardening and vitrifying the part 
of the air next to it so as to form the solid vault of the sky, 
and driving the rest downwards. Thus two hemispheres were 
formed, one entirely of fire, the other a mixture of air with a 
little fire, whose movements round the earth and on the 
heavenly dome served (not at all clearly, it is true) to explain 
the succession of day and night and that of the seasons. 
The revolution of the heavenly dome itself was the result of 


1 Frag. 103 and the passages from Arist., I, 776, 2 (French trans., ii. 222, 1). 

2 Arist., De Cael, iii. 2, 300 b 26-31. It is only with reference to the sky that 
Aristotle blames Empedocles for, paying too little attention to generation in 
Friendship (301 a 14—19). 

3 Cf. LXV, A. 72, beginning. 

* On what follows, cf. op. cit., A. 30, 50, 67, 75, etc., and Frag. 42. 
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equilibrium being broken by the pressure of the mass of fire 
on the hard wall of the surrounding air. The advance of 
Discord caused a gradual acceleration of this revolution, and 
so a decrease in the length of the day, which was equal to ten 
months when the first men appeared on earth, and then 
became equal to seven. The speed of this movement of the 
sky is what fixed the earth in the centre of the universe and 
keeps it motionless, just as water remains in a vessel if you 
whirl it very fast. The whole universe is shaped like an egg, 
with the major axis horizontal. Lastly, Empedocles is the 
first thinker in whom we find with certainty the idea that the 
moon borrows its light from the sun and a correct explanation 
of solar eclipses. 

His account of the nature of the earth seems also to have 
ascribed all kinds of dissociations to Discord.!_ The sea is like 
a sweat, separated from the earth under the pressure of what 
surrounds it and the heat of the sun. The salt of the sea was 
separated from it by coagulation, and patches of fresh water 
can be distinguished in the sea. So, too, rocks, stones, and 
mountains were separated from the mass of the earth by the 
action of subterranean fires. Light is an emission of effluences, 
which only reach us some time after breaking off from the 
luminous body. Magnetic force is explained in the same way : 
the compression of the mixture which constitutes iron violently 
expels effluences which all go towards the pores of the magnet, 
to which they are proportionate. 

His applications of the same principle to the phenomena 
of life are often very original. He supposes an analogy of 
organs and functions between animals and vegetables, and 
between different species of animals. Feathers and scales are 
analogous, and so are leaves and hairs; grains and fruits are 
the eggs and excretions of plants; plants break loose from 
the earth as the embryo from the womb, and have a psycho- 
logical life like animals. On both sides, the spontaneous 
movement of like towards like served to explain, by analogy 
with what happens in the universe, the differentiation of 
organs, their position in the body, and the place of living 
beings on the earth. 

This is how Empedocles imagined the appearance of the 
first animal forms in the age of Discord. In a first phase, 


1 Frags. 55 ff.; op. cit., A. 68 ff., 57, 89. 
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when, after air, fire and water were trying to separate them- 
selves from the general mixture, the attempt of fire to join 
its like at the circumference caused to “ rise’ to the surface 
of the earth “forms all of one piece” (ovAogvets Tua), 
sharing equally in heat and moisture, hardly different from 
the plants, which seem to have been earlier than they, very 
poor in organic specifications, and in any case, like the first 
vegetables, completely devoid of sexual differences, and there- 
fore capable of being generated by the earth only. In the 
second phase, the sexual organs had somehow or other been 
constituted, and living creatures could co-operate to reproduce 
themselves. The factor which determined this change in 
animal life seems to have been the separation of the moist, 
which had hitherto been combined in it with the hot. 

The immediate result was a new function—respiration— 
and, no doubt, a transformation of the manner of nutrition. 
When the moisture left the vessels, the outside air came in 
and filled the place left empty. But at once, doubtless 
beeause it finds less resistance in front of it, the internal 
heat tends to escape outside, and draws with it a wave of 
blood which drives the air before it. But, while the air 
escapes easily through the “tubes of flesh”’ (pores of the 
mucous membranes ?), the blood cannot pass through them. 
It therefore stops, checked in its rush, and the outer air, 
driving it back, comes back into the vessels. To illustrate 
this mechanism of inspiration and expiration, Empedocles 
resorted to the experiment of the water-clock. When you 
dip that vessel in water, stopping the mouth, the pressure 
of the air inside prevents the water from entering through 
the small holes in the bottom ; but if you unstop the mouth, 
the pressure of the water forces the air to come out and 
make room for it (Frag. 100). So, too, in this second phase, 
the nourishing moisture seems to dissolve, producing various 
fermentations or putrefactions ; the blood, in its turn, produces 
others, such as milk and sweat.? 

There is no place in this biology for finality. Everything 
is explained by the action of mechanical causes and change 
in the conditions of existence; that is what Aristotle,? who 
believes in finality, calls the production by ‘‘ chance’”’ of 


1 Cf. especially Frags. 62, 68, 77-82, 90, 100, and op. cit., A. 70, 72, 74, 78. 
2 Phya., ii. 8, esp. 198 b 19-32. 
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organs capable of certain functions and like what they would 
have been if they had been produced with a view to those 
functions. What Empedocles means, is that the physical 
conditions of life have compelled the living creature to adapt 
itself to them by appropriate organs ; if the conditions alter, 
the creature must alter its organs or get new ones. If, for 
example, some external cause forces an invertebrate to twist 
itself, behold, the vertebral column appears; if the air 
hardens tendinous parts, you get nails and claws. In the 
same way, the acceleration of the movement of the heavens 
has caused the degeneration of the present species ; a human 
gestation now takes a time which was once equal to one day, 
and the men of to-day are like children in comparison with 
their remote ancestors. Only those beings which could 
adapt themselves to the conditions of their life have sur- 
vived ; the rest have perished.t Such are the remarkable 
views, which may have been influenced by his researches in 
embryology,” by which Empedocles gave a new development 
to the previous transformism. 

Empedocles’ psychology, probably derived from Alemaeon, 
is essentially mechanistic. We have enough information to 
study it in detail, and it is often interesting. We must, 
however, confine ourselves to noting its principal features. 
Kivery sensation is a contact of likes, and that is perhaps 
why Empedocles considered it unnecessary to lay stress on 
touch as a distinct kind of sensation. What he wanted was 
to explain the various kinds of sensation by a special cor- 
respondence between effluences and pores. When the pores 
are too large or too small for certain effluences, they are 
traversed without contact taking place, or they close the way 
to them, as the case may be. It follows that no one of our 
senses can perceive what is proper to another, and also that 
the varieties and the very existence of every object of scnse 
depend on the existence and properties of an organ of sense. 
The effluences of fire, for example, would not be sensible and 
there would be no colours, if there were not an eye in which 
fire ‘“‘ lies in wait,’ and if that eye were not made up of 
membranes variously composed, and therefore containing 
various kinds of pores. There is also water in the eye, and a 
greater amount of water explains why some animals see 


1 Frag. 97; LXVII, A. 75, 77 ff 2 Ibid., A. 81-4. 
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better at night than by day. So, too, the conformation of 
the ear is what causes sounds to exist. A bell, the “ sprout 
of flesh,”” hanging inside the ear, is set swinging by the move- 
ments of the air outside, and that is what, by driving the 
inside air against solid walls, produces a sound.? 

Neither the distrust which Empedocles shows for sensuous 
knowledge (Frag. 4. 9-13) nor even the existence of a super- 
natural truth as against that which is allowed to the mortal 
intelligence (Frag. 2) prevents him from regarding thought as 
the same thing as sensation, but subject to a twofold operation 
of criticism and synthesis. Thought, too, consists in an agree- 
ment of like with like, while ignorance comes from a dis- 
agreement or unlikeness. Thought has also an organic 
condition, which is the blood (and especially the blood 
surrounding the heart), since it is the most perfect mixture 
in us of the elements, and the elements constitute the objects 
of knowledge. So, in agreement with the teaching of the 
medical schoo! of Sicily, Empedocles places the seat of thought 
in the heart, and not, like Alemaeon, in the brain. The 
synthetic character of knowledge bears witness to the resistance 
of Love to the increasing dominion of Discord. Lastly, the 
intellectual differences of men and their special aptitudes are 
to be explained by the size of the particles composing their 
blood, by their distribution, and by the various ways in 
which they are mixed.? 

We still have to consider the ideas of Empedocles regarding 
the gods and the destiny of man. We have already seen that, 
apart from the ‘long-lived’? gods who are formed in the 
same way as mortal things, he ascribes divine nature to the 
elements, to Love and Discord, and, lastly, to the Sphaeros. 

In general, he seems to exclude all anthropomorphic 
features from his notion of the divine, and to conceive of it by 
analogy with the perfect mixture which constitutes thought. 
In godhead “there is nothing but the movement of an 
inexpressibly holy mind which flies through the whole world 
with its swift thoughts” (Frag. 134, end). But in a world 


1 See especially the important fragment of the De Sensu of Theophrastos, 
§§ 7 ff. (op. cit., A. 86), and the evidence in A. 91-4. 

2 Frags. 105 ff. ; op. cit., A. 86, §§ 9-11. 

8 Frags. 131-4, on godhead, are from the Purifications, according to Diels. 
This view is contested in LKXXVI, App. v, where they are ascribed to the third 
book of On Nature. 


110 SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY 


which is formed mechanically, starting from divine elements, 
and is governed in its evolution by the alternate rhythm of 
two forces, likewise divine, what is there for other gods to do ? 
Are they the spirits which concluded the “ great pacts ’’ which 
are a sort of oath of collective loyalty to the universal order ? 
These are questions without answers, questions which Empe- 
docles, perhaps, never asked himself, and yet they have their 
place in his system. 

In his doctrine of the soul there is an evident adaptation 
of Orphico-Pythagorean ideas to the principles of physics, 
but it is one which again raises all the problems of theology. 
The souls of mortals are long-lived gods, but gods who have 
‘failed, staining their hands with murder,’ and, “‘ breaking 
their oath, have followed Discord.’ Therefore, ‘‘ in virtue of 
the oracle of Necessity, of the ancient, eternal ordinance of 
the gods,” they are compelled, “for thrice ten thousand 
years, to wander up and down, far from the blest,” and to 
assume every mortal form in turn, tossed about from one of 
the four great elemental regions of the universe to another. 
Such an outcast, “one region takes him from another, and 
all view him with horror. One of those am I now, banished 
from the divine abode, a vagrant who has put his faith in 
raging Discord’ (Frag. 115). Moreover, he has not lost all 
memory of his transmigrations (Frag. 117), and he knows that, 
on the way of expiation, his activity as a prophet, healer, and 
poet marks the last stage before he reaches his former abode, 
outside the “‘ cave,’ far from misfortune and suffering. For, 
if mortals ever knew the Golden Age, it can only have been 
under the guardianship of Cypris ;, so it must have been an 
episode in the age of Love. In the present age, we can only 
reach salvation by purifications and abstinences like those 
prescribed by the Pythagoreans.? 

To end with a definition of the properly philosophical 
thought of Empedocles, we may say that, into the Eleatic 
unity of Being, having extension but no qualities, he began 
by introducing the limited plurality of the elemental qualities, 
and then arrived at the unlimited plurality of experience by 
introducing movement into quality, so giving partial satis- 
faction to the Heracleiteans; that, under the influence of the 
Pythagorean mathematical explanation, he gave to the 


1 Cf. Frags. 120, 126-8, 137, 140 ff., 146 ff.; LXVI, A. 62. 
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composition of quality according to numerical proportions 
the form of quantity ; and, lastly, that he made mechanism 
depend on a dynamism-—that of motive forces. It is a 
hesitating, confused synthesis. Interesting views about details 
emerge here and there, but it is dominated by no higher point 
of view, and it is much too emotional to be sufficiently 
systematic. 


CHAPTER VI 


ATOMISTIC MECHANISM. THE SCHOOL OF ABDERA. 
LEUCIPPOS AND DEMOCRITOS 


LEucIPPOos came from Miletos or Elea, studied in the school 
of Parmenides, and founded a school at Abdera; he is another 
example, almost in the time of Melissos, of the intellectual 
exchanges which went on between Great Greece and Ionia. 
He seems to have been a contemporary of Empedocles and 
Anaxagoras, but wrote earlier than Anaxagoras, if it is true 
that the latter plagiarized from him, as Democritos says 
(Frag. 5). The development given to the school by Democritos 
of Abdera, the scientific activity of that thinker, and the 
formation of a school library (whose catalogue, compiled in 
tetralogies by Thrasyllos at the beginning of our era, proves 
that Leucippos’s works, the Great System of the World and the 
treatise On the Mind, were not distinguished from those of his 
successor), all helped to efface the personality of the master. 
No doubt, we can presume that all that bears on the interests 
of a later period, the theory of conduct and the theory of 
knowledge, belongs rather to Democritos. But there are so few 
instances in which we can say what is Leucippos’s share that 
it is, perhaps, wisest ? to follow Aristotle’s example, and not 
to separate the two. But if we do this we must not forget 
that Democritos, who was probably at least ten years younger 
than Protagoras, was a contemporary of the Sophists and 
Socrates ; that he died at an advanced age, surviving Socrates 
twenty years, if not more; and that Anaxagoras was not yet 
dead when Democritos, still a young man, published his Little 
System of the World. The encyclopaedic and didactic character 
of his work, in which medicine, agriculture, and other arts 
have their place, makes it like that of Aristotle, and is typical 


1 In XD Democritos is discussed after Socrates, and in X he is taken with 


Plato. 
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of the times in which he lived. It is strange that, of all that 
vast work, so little, in proportion, has survived. It seems to 
have been lost after the IInd century of our era, though the 
name of Democritos continued to enjoy an extraordinary 
prestige, earned by his alleged journeys in the East and all 
the romantic tales of his magical exploits. 

The School of Abdera was probably connected with the 
Eleatics historically ; that its doctrines were derived from 
theirs is asserted by Aristotle no less definitely than forcibly. 
The Eleatics, he says in substance, had, in contempt of facts, 
and “at the risk of verging on madness,’ proclaimed the 
absolute unity and immobility of Being. Leucippos keeps 
clear of their logical intoxication, he makes concessions to 
sensuous experience, he wants to save plurality and movement, 
generation and becoming. But, on the other hand, he con- 
cedes to the Eleatics that true Being allows of no vacuum 
and that without vacuum there is no movement. Therefore, 
since the reality of movement is admitted, vacuum must 
constitute, in the face of Being, a Not-being which is equally 
real; and, since plurality is admitted, it must exist in the 
Not-being of the vacuum, and not in Being, from which it 
could not proceed. So Being is in his eyes an infinite multi- 
plicity of masses, which are invisible because they are so small. 
They move in vacuum. When they come into contact, they 
do not make a unity, but by these meetings, uniting, they 
produce generation, and by separating they produce corrup- 
tion.! Consequently, Leucippos, and Democritos with him, 
‘ coined ” the Eleatic Being, which was a homogeneous body, 
into an infinite number of pieces, full and ‘“ solid, indivisible 
bodies, atom-masses’”” (droua camara, arouot 6yKo).  Cor- 
relatively, the continuity of homogeneous extension is still a 
reality, but without body, and therefore without being, the 
not-being of the vacuum, the infinite receptacle of the move- 
ment of an infinite number of atoms, the necessary condition 
of condensation and of mixtures without increase of volume. 
So reality is broken up into what Democritos called the 
‘“ something” (dév), the atoms, and the “ not-something ”’ 
(undév), the vacuum. It is “‘ in truth,” he said again, that the 
atoms and the vacuum exist, the only objects of “‘ true-born ”’ 


1 Gen, et Corr., i. 8, 325 a 2-36. Cf. LEVI, ch. 54, A. 8 (Theophrastos). 
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knowledge, whereas it is ‘‘ by convention ”’ (vouw) that sweet, 
bitter, colours, etc., exist, the objects of an “ obscure ”’ 
knowledge. This is a new adaptation, a translation into the 
language of another time, of the Eleatic distinction between 
Truth and Opinion.! Lastly, if it were well established that 
Melissos was later than Leucippos, we could regard the 
former’s teaching about the infinity and incorporeality of 
Being and his refutation of the physicists as both a protest 
of Eleaticism against the heresy of Leucippos and an attempt 
to rescue the philosophy of Parmenides from the difficulties 
raised by that heresy.2, Now, the existence of a heresy would 
be a further evidence of direct descent. 

Since the atoms are full extension repeated in an infinite 
number of specimens, every property which is not contained 
in that fundamental essence of Being will, in virtue of the 
Eleatic method, be excluded from the atoms. They therefore 
all have the same nature, without any variety of quality, just 
like the Being of the Eleatics ; they can no more be changed 
in quality than they can be divided, so that they are doubly 
impassible ; since Not-being cannot produce Being, they are 
not generated, and therefore cannot perish. On the other 
hand, they have positive determinations, namely, those which 
are implied by extension. First, they differ in shape (pvayos), 
like A or N, and are therefore called ‘‘ forms ”’ ((déac), some 
angular, others round, others concave or convex, smooth or 
covered with more or less regular roughnesses, and sometimes 
armed with hooks. This diversity is infinite, for there is no 
more reason in favour of this than of that, and, besides, there 
is no other way of explaining the infinite diversity of pheno- 
mena. Secondly, there is the order (dtaOryyn or dtaOjxy) in 
which atoms having the same shape are arranged, as AN and 
NA. Thirdly, two atoms of the same shape may be set in 
different positions (rpom}), as ({ and H, Z and N. Lastly, 
every atom must have its size; although in fact this size is 
always smaller than the smallest thing which the senses can 
perceive (so that the atoms are a kind of intelligibles, which 

only thought can apprehend), it is logically something, as soon 
as you do away with its relationship to our sensuous knowledge, 

1 Cf. ibid., ch. 55, Frags. 156, 9, 11, 125; A. 39, 47; ch. 64, A. 16, 19. 


i above, pp. 85 ff.; I, 776 ff. (6), 953 ff. (5) (French trans., ii, 91, 
368 ff.). | 
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and there would be no absurdity in an atom being as large as 
a world. 

All these differences are properly geometrical, and analy- 
tically connected with extension. It therefore seems difficult, 
in spite of all that has been said, to add weight, in proportion 
to the size of the atoms. No doubt, when we consider the 
atoms in their sensible compounds, one can envisage the 
proportion of weight to size. But that is not an essential, 
primary relation. Otherwise, would Aristotle have reproached 
the Atomists with failing to seek in the very nature of the 
atoms for a cause of thcir motion ? On the contrary, this was 
the charge of which Epicuros thought he was clearing the 
Atomists when he gave atoms an essential weight, and it is 
doubtless by confusion with him that the same doctrine has 
been ascribed to Democritos.2, But, since Leucippos and 
Democritos, by the side of the extended body of the atom, 
supposed extension without body, or vacuum, they wanted 
to prove that the former has a physical, and therefore not 
purely geometrical, quality which excludes the latter. This 
quality of the atom, its only quality, is its absolute ‘‘ fullness ”’ 
(vaerorns), its indissoluble “ solidity ’’ (erepporns), in short, 
its impenetrability and impassibility, based on a positive 
character which wholly excludes vacuum. This property is 
not affected by the extreme smallness of the atom, and that is 
doubtless why the possibility of very large atoms was admitted 
without difficulty. The early Atomists laid such weight on 
this property that one cannot suppose that Epicuros was the 
first to maintain the physical indivisibility of the atom. Lastly, 
it is remarkable that, according to Aristotle, there was at 
the bottom of Democritos’s system a qualitative opposition, 
between vacuum, or the rare, and the solid.2 So, then, there 
are two extensions, that which does not resist, or vacuum, and 
that which resists, or the atom. Consequently, the School of 
Abdera did not follow its quantitative and geometrical 
conception of nature to the end. 


1 On all this, cf. LXV, ch. 54, A. 6, 8 ff., 11, 13 ff.; ch. 55, A. 6, i. 37 ff, 41, 
43 ff., 49, 57, 135, §§ 65-7, etc., and Frag. 141. Aristotle calls the three principal 
differences of atoms oxjua, rags, Péors. 
2 Tbid., ch. 564, A. 6, end, and 16; ch. 55, A. 47, 58, 61. In favour of this 
interpretation, cf. LEXXVU, LXXI, § 179, etc. Against it, I, 859 ff. (French trans., 
n. 307 ff.) and ad LXVUI, A. 47, etc. 

3 Cf. Arist., Gen. et Corr., i. 8, 326 a 1 f.; Phys., i. 5, 188 a 22; Metaph., A. 4, 
985 b 7, 10-13; Diog. Laért., ix. 44, end; LXVIM, ch. 55, A. 43, end, and 56, 
On the other side, LX VII, ch. 54, A. 13 ff.; cf. ch. 55, A. 49, end. 
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However, this surreptitious introduction of quality into 
the principles of the doctrine must not lead us to misjudge the 
reflective, decided attempt of the Atomists to give strictly 
mechanical explanations. Qualities, qualitative changes, 
substances as “‘ fixed’ (cuumeverv) totals of qualities collected 
together, all that is explained by the assembling of atoms, 
their shapes, their arrangement, and their position. The 
changes and annihilation of a thing are a shifting of the parts 
of the assemblage or its break-up, due to the incidental action 
of some small outside cause of movement. Nature is the 
universal store of the “‘ seeds”’ (zavo7repuia), impassible, in- 
destructible, unchangeable, infinite in number, which, by the 
various modes of their movement and aggregation, produce 
all things and all becoming. But movement cannot take place 
without the Not-being of vacuum, correlative with vacuum- 
less Being. Thus movement and diversity, banned by the 
Eleatics, are re-established by a synthesis of Being and 
Not-being. 

The first cause of the movement of atoms—to the horror 
of Aristotle, who can conceive of none but an internal tendency, 
such as an absolute weight or lightness—is, in their view, the 
vacuum.! Like multiplicity, movement appears with that 
which contradicts the plenum. As with the infinite number 
of the shapes of atoms, there is no reason why it should not 
happen, since the resisting atom has before it on every side 
nothing but a vacuum which offers it no resistance. If, then, 
the resisting and the unresisting, Being and its correlative, are 
eternal, movement has always existed, and a present move- 
ment is always determined by a previous movement. This 
was an original and powerful attempt to conceive of the 
motive cause as a purely mechanical cause, and not (as 
Aristotle did later) as a formal and final cause. Throughout 
all time, therefore, the atoms have been hurtling at infinite 
speed from the depths of the infinite in which they are like an 
infinity of separate islets. What thinkers imbued with 
dynamism call generative and creative nature, physis, is this 
“spattering all round” (wepiradagts). Now, their ‘ trajec- 
tories ’’ cannot fail to “‘intersect’”’ (concursus, cvyxatarpéxe), 
so that there are “ brushings” (émiyvavors) or ‘‘ shakings ” 
(vaAuos), with “rebounds ” (a7romradAeo Oar), mutual “ blows ”’ 

1 Arist., Phys., viii. 9, 265 b 23 ff.; cf. iv. 8, 214 b 32 ff, 
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and “collisions”? (aAnyi, cvyxpover@a:), and also “ inter- 
weavings’ and “ accumulations ”’ (cvumrdoKy, aOpoigerBa). So 
entirely free movement is replaced by reciprocal, communi- 
cated movement.! 

Accumulations of various sizes having thus formed, certain 
atoms, perhaps by a sort of lateral rubbing of the accumula- 
tions, take on a circular motion and form a “ vortex ”’ (divos). 
The original “ equilibrium” (‘coppomia) 1s succeeded by a 
kind of “sorting out” (d:axpiots), Which mechanically 
combines atoms which are alike in size and shape, “ expels ”’ 
(écOArYis) those which are not, and fixes certain assemblages. 
In the same way, the waves breaking on the beach sort out 
the pebbles, and under the winnowing-fan grains of wheat, 
barley-corns, and lentils separate from one another and join 
those like themselves. With composition, there now appcars 
the distinction between light and heavy. The heavier is that 
which is more massive or more capable of hooking on, and 
therefore that which becomes more stable and changes its, 
place less ; the lighter is that which scatters more easily and, 
while the heavier settles in the centre, flies further towards 
the circumference. That is how things first come together ; 
these elemental physical relations are the starting-point of 
generation.? In the centre of the spherical assemblage which 
constitutes a vortex, a resisting core is formed, against which 
the atoms or accumulations of atoms at the circumference 
‘thrust’ (avrépevois). Consequently, the surrounding 
membrane will grow thinner and thinner, according as the 
atoms composing it are absorbed or slowed down by the core. 
Thus a world commences to form. But an infinity of other 
vortices can equally give birth to worlds. Therefore the 
number of these worlds is infinite, whether they are very 
different from one another or quite alike. 

In a conception of this kind, finality can have no place, and 
chance is equally excluded. When Leucippos, in what is 
really our only fragment of him, a quotation from his book 
On the Mind, tells us that ‘‘ nothing is produced in vain,” we 
must understand the expression in the light of what follows— 
‘but all things are produced starting from a reason and in 


1 Diog. Laért., ix. 31; LXVII, ch. 54, A. 14, end, 15 middle, 24 (1); ch. 55, 
A. 58, 37 mid., 47; Frag. 168. 

2 Ibid., ch. 64, A. 24 (2 ff.); ch. 55, A. 106, 128, and Frags. 164, 167. 

® Ibid., ch. 54, A. 21; ch. 55, A. 40 (2), 81 ff.; Diog. Laért., 31 ff., 44. 
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virtue of a necessity ’ (Frag. 2). So, too, if, in respect of the 
origin of movement, the Peripatetics can say that in Demo- 
critos chance is in one sense a principle, on the other hand 
they admit that according to his theory nothing happens by 
chance, and the explanation by the immediate mechanical 
cause suffices in all cases. For, in his eyes, necessity is “ resist- 
ance, change of place, and collision,”’ or, if you will, the vortex. 
This purely mechanical conception of necessity was, in the 
time of Empedocles and Anaxagoras, a great novelty, while 
agreeing with the prevailing tendency of the doctrine to 
explanations of a quantitative kind. According to Aristotle,? 
the Atomists’ intention, not always explicit, was to show that 
everything is number or the result of numbers, and we are 
assured that Democritos specially studied the Pythagoreans. 
Perhaps it was under the influence of their spatial arithmetic 
that the semi-Eleatics of Abdera managcd to create a physical 
theory in which there is a dim foreshadowing of the spirit of 
modern science. 

It is, therefore, surprising that such fertile general principles 
gave birth to such a feeble physical theory. Since part of its 
most remarkable features will be found, in clearer form, in 
Anaxagoras, we may be content with a few indications. On 
the shape of the earth, Leucippos and Democritos have not 
advanced beyond the conception of Anaximenes. It is shaped 
like a drum, or, as Democritos says, like an oblong disk with 
hollows to hold the water. A Geography is said to have shown 
land and sea itineraries. The Uranography was perhaps a 
description of the heavens. The peculiar luminosity of the 
Milky Way is due to the fact that it comprises a very great 
number of small stars whose light extends from one to another. 
Since their theory would lead one to suppose that the zones 
surrounding the earth move faster the further they are away, 
Democritos gave an ingenious explanation of the contrary 
appearance. The moon, for example, which is nearest to us, 
seems to overtake a constellation of the outer sky the more 
quickly when, on the contrary, it is really passed more quickly 
by the constellation ; instead of measuring its true course we 
measure the relation of its course to that of the Zodiacal 
circle. According to this hypothesis, the relative distance of 


1 Tbid., ch. 55, A. 68 ff., 83. 2 De Caelo, iii. 4, 303 a 8-10. 
3 Lucretius, v. 621~36. 


LEUCIPPOS AND DEMOCRITOS | 119 


stars could be measured by their time of revolution. Lastly, 
it was held that every world has a period of decadence, in 
which, as it moves through empty space, it is liable to be 
broken up by collision with a stronger vortex, its debris 
serving to form a new world. 

One can easily guess what place the theory of effluences 
and pores must have had in atomistic physics. All action and 
affection are explained by a stream of atoms entering appro- 
priate pores. Acidity, for instance, is due to the presence 
of subtle, angular atoms which slip in easily, while the similar 
atoms which constitute astringency block the pores which 
they enter.! It follows that these properties do not exist in 
themselves, and are the consequence of a contingent relation, 
or, as Democritos says, a conventional relation between the 
shapes, sizes, and arrangements of the atoms on the one side 
and the constitution of the pores of the perceiving subject on 
the other.” For this reason Democritos has been credited with 
distinguishing between primary and secondary qualities. But 
really his view is that what is primary is not properly quali- 
tative. In the application of this theory to sensations, we 
must note the appearance of the theory of ‘“ simulacra ” 
(setxeAa). These emanations, which preserve the specific 
characteristics of the objects from which they proceed, act 
like stamps on the air between the object and the eye; then 
the impressions thus left on the air are reflected by the eye 
as by a mirror (éudaors). Lastly, thought is simply a wholly 
internal movement of these same images, in consequence of 
the sensations. Yet, according to Democritos, there is a 
relationship between truth or error and the quality both of 
the mixture constituting the body and of that which con- 
stitutes the soul and gives it its temperature.® 

The soul is, of course, material, and is composed of very 
subtle, very mobile atoms. Since these atoms are those of 
which fire is made, the soul must be a fiery body, comparable 
to the quicksilver which communicated its own mobility to 
the wooden Aphrodite of Daedalos into which it was poured. 
Such souls float in the air, whose pressure drives them into 
bodies. That explains why respiration maintains life and 


1 LXVIMI, ch. 55, A. 135 (Theophr., De Seneu), 128-30. 
2 Ibid., A. 135 (64); Arist., Gen. et Oorr., i. 2,316 a1 ff. Cf. above, p. 114. 
® LXVoOl, A. 135 (68). 
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ceases with it, why the embryo in the womb develops by 
suction the miniature organs which the semen has introduced 
already formed, and so on. The soul is the principle of Jife, 
and also of thought, since thought is derived from sensation, 
which is a state of the living body. What is still obscure, is 
the process by which thought can rise above sensation to 
those intelligible realities, the atoms and the vacuum. Perhaps 
the Atomists said that the motes of dust which float about in 
a sunbeam are a sign to us of the incessant movement of the 
atoms and also of the existence of souls in the air.!_ It should 
still be explained by what imagery thought, in this case or 
in any other, goes beyond the given sensation, and even 
beyond all sensation. 

Although Democritos’s moral philosophy is the part of his 
work of which most fragments survive, it does not seem 
necessary to linger over it. The fragments hardly give a 
complete conspectus, whose connexion with the general 
principles of the system can be seen. Moreover, they contain 
nothing which we shall not find again, in a less scrappy form, 
in the first Socratics or in their successors—for example, the 
notion that the good is the object of universal knowledge 
(Frag. 69), that ignorance of that good is the principle of our 
faults (Frag. 83), that it is better to call down punishment on 
the faults which you have committed than on those of which 
you are the victim (Frag. 60), that happiness does not lie in 
the pleasures of sense (Frags. 37, 189) but in measure and 
suitability, in imperturbable serenity (a@au8ia), in tranquil 
peace of the heart (evOuuta, eveorw) (Frag. 4). These are 
beautiful maxims, but nothing more, to us who do not know 
their connexion. 

When we come to Scepticism and Epicureanism we shall 
have occasion to see the actual development and action of 
true Democritean thought, a thought which combines the 
old naturalism with the kind of humanism which was char- 
acteristic of a new age. The problem which Leucippos had 
attacked, before which Empedocles had failed, was how to 
escape both the immobilistic monism of the Eleatics and from 
the mobilistic pluralism of Heracleitos. In extension, with 
all the quantitative determinations which it involves, he con- 


1 Arist., De An., i. 2, 404 a 1 ff. The passage is obscure, and there may be 
some confusion with the Pythagorean opinion mentioned above, p. 67. 
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ceived of the one and the many, the possibility of movement 
and real movement, as two correlative opposites which call 
one another and cannot be separated. This original and self- 
consistent solution, in which the elements of the problem 
raised by Ionian naturalism were reconciled, might, if the 
philosophy of Ideas and its finalism had not prevailed, have 
given the science of nature, in mechanism, a methodological 
hypothesis which would limit and organize its inquiries, with- 
out subordinating it to one philosophy or another and also 
without isolating it in technical specialities. But the attempt 
of Straton, in the school of Aristotle, to avoid both that 
divorce and that subordination was to remain an episode 
without consequences, and mechanism was to serve only as 
an instrument for the moral empiricism of Epicuros. 


Cuaprer VII 


THE MECHANISM OF QUALITY AND MIND. 
ANAXAGORAS OF CLAZOMENAE 


Wits Anaxagoras of Clazomenae, for the first time in the 
history of Greek thought, philosophy took up its abode 
permanently in Athens. The date and circumstances of the 
arrival of that Tonian Metic, coming from the school of 
Anaximenes, are very obscure. He is said to have lived in 
Athens for thirty years, until the day when his notoriety and 
his friendship with Pericles exposed him, like Pheidias, to 
attacks which were chiefly aimed at his protector. By taking 
flight he escaped the dangerous consequences of a trial for 
impiety—a menace which was henceforward to hang over the 
heads of all philosophers in Athens. Retiring to Lampsacos 
in Asia, he is said to have died aged over seventy, about the 
beginning of the last third of the Vth century, amidst the 
unanimous veneration earned by the loftiness of his character 
and his indifference to personal gain. He probably started a 
schoo] in Lampsacos, and was perhaps succeeded in it by 
Archelaos of Athens, before Metrodoros of Lampsacos, famed for 
his allegorical interpretations of Homer. His Physics, the only 
work which we can attribute to him with certainty, dealt, in its 
first book, with the principles, in a prose style which, as we shall 
see, was full of majesty. Yet absolute precision of detail was not 
sacrificed to style, and we are told that the work was illustrated 
with figures—for example, to describe the phases of the moon. 

Like Empedocles before him, and Leucippos about the 
same time, Anaxagoras started from Eleaticism. “‘ The 
totality of things,’ he says, ‘is eternally equal to itself ”’ 
(Frag. 5). He therefore denies becoming—* coming into 
being ’’ and “ perishing”’ (Frag. 17). So he only takes up 
the old physics in the form given it by the philosophy of the 


Eleatics ; but he, too, does so with the object of reconciling 
122 


ANAXAGORAS 1238 


that philosophy with the empirical reality of plurality and 
movement. Now, in doing this, he opposes both Empedocles 
and Leucippos, denying the former the right to obtain the 
infinite diversity of qualities from his four irreducible ‘‘ roots,”’ 
and denying the latter the finite divisibility of space without 
qualities and the reality of vacuum. If the alleged simple 
bodies seem to be that from which everything comes, it is 
just because they are the most thorough mixtures given to 
our experience,? and, in general, no generation of a composite 
thing can be understood unless all the qualitative variety 
which it has when it comes into being already exists in the 
principle. That is the meaning of the famous proposition 
with which his book began: ‘All things were together, 
infinite both in number and in smallness,’’ but “‘ none appeared 
distinctly because of that smallness.” It was ‘a confused 
mixture of seeds (a7épuara) . . . inno way like one another ”’ 
(Frags. 1 and 4, §2). These sceds, really side by side, and not 
potentially contained in a real mixture, are not mercly 
common, superficial qualities, such as hot and cold, bright and 
dark, dry and wet; they are, above all, the most determinate 
and richest qualifications, those which have the names of 
things and in which the common qualities are contained. 
‘* How could hair come from not-hair, or flesh from not-flesh ? ”’ 
(Frag. 10). For an animal to have flesh and bones, there must 
be flesh and bones in the food on which it nourishes itself. 
Otherwise, Being would not be the All, and the mixture would 
not be a mixture of all things. Therefore qualitative differ- 
ences are so infinite in number as to be quite indistinguishable. 
But, on the other hand, that infinite distinction is real, and the 
actually infinite division of quality is accompanied by a no less 
actually infinite division of space ; otherwise, new “ seeds ”’ 
would have to appear, to correspond to a dynamic develop- 
ment of such-and-such a quality in various degrees.? Every 
qualitative difference therefore, is a ‘“‘ portion’’ (uofpa), and 
these portions, contrary to the view of the Atomists, are 
divided ad infinitum into identical portions; for ‘‘ there is 
something smaller, to all infinity, since Being cannot cease to 
be,” just as it is impossible that the original mixture should 
lack something and not be infinitely large (Frag. 3). 


1 Cf. Frag. 1, end, and Arist., De Caelo, iii. 3, 302 a 28-35. 
2 Contrary view in LXX, 283-8; cf. LXXI, 305, n. 1. 
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These ‘‘ portions ”’ are objects for the intelligence only, and, 
indeed (a memory of the arguments of Zenon), even the 
intelligence cannot imagine their infinite division, which 
cannot be effected in fact.1 Since, in one qualitative “ seed,” 
all portions are like one another and like that seed, they are 
what are called, in the language of Aristotle, ‘‘ homoeomerous ” 
things, things of like parts, and consequently the word 
‘“homoeomeries’”” (dnotouépecat) became the technical name 
of the qualified portions of Anaxagoras.? Thus, it seems, 
extension, being never separated from quality, ceases to be 
something altogether abstract, while, on the other hand, 
quality, being always bound to extension, becomes something 
intelligible. So we go beyond sensible appearances, as the 
truth of science commands us to do, since they are “ a vision 
of hidden things ’’ (Frag. 21a; cf. 21). So sensible becoming, 
which is unintelligible in respect of quality, becomes intelligible 
as soon as it is transferred to extension and, the being of 
quality remaining unchangeable, brought down to movement 
in place. The Greeks would speak properly if they called 
coming into being “‘ being mixed” and perishing “ being 
separated’ (Frag. 17). Every sensible thing is a mixture of 
qualified portions, like the original mixture itself. It has “a 
portion of everything” (Frag. 11); “all things are in each 
thing’; none exists “‘in isolation, but, as it was at the 
beginning, so now, too, all things are together’ (Frag. 6) ; 
they are not “ isolated from one another, nor cut off as with 
a hatchet, nor hot separated from cold, nor cold from hot ” 
(Frag. 8), any more, no doubt, than the quality of hair is 
isolated from the quality of grass. Only, whereas the original 
mixture was so perfectly equal that nothing in it was distinct 
from anything else, in the secondary, empirical mixtures, on 
the contrary, certain assemblages of qualitatively identical 
portions predominate in volume in the whole mixture. Now, 
‘ that of which there is the most, appearing most distinctly, 
gives and gave each thing its individuality,” and causes “* each 
thing to be unlike anything else’ (Frag. 12, end). So every 
sensible thing is a universe, but a universe in its own way, only 
differing from all others or changing its own previous manner 
of being by a wholly extrinsic character, namely, the mode 


1 LXVI, ch. 46, A. 46, middle, and Frag. 7. 
2 Cf., e.g., Lucret., i. 830. 
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of distribution or the quantity of its qualities. Thus, as with 
the alchemists later, everything can become everything and 
change into everything by a mere mechanism of quality. 

Anaxagoras shows equal originality in his conception of 
the motive cause. He boldly accepts the Eleatic doctrine of 
essential immobility, for infinite time, of the infinitely qualified 
Being which he supposes. The whole primitive mixture would 
never come out of its inertia, if a movement of “ separation ”’ 
had not been set up in it by what Anaxagoras calls ‘ Mind ”’ 
(nous). This movement at once takes the form of a “‘ rotation,” 
which, after starting in a small part, “‘ spread further,’ and 
** will spread yet further’ (Frags. 18, 12). So Mind gives a 
sort of fillip to the balanced, motionless confusion of the 
primitive migma, and the mechanical effect increases con- 
tinually by more and more break-downs of equilibrium, each 
of which constitutes one of the unequal redistributions of the 
whole mixture which, as we have seen, make specifically and 
individually distinct things. Of course, Mind is not in the 
mixture; for, if it were, it would be combined confusedly 
with all the rest and would exert no separating action. Apart 
from all the rest, which is not apart from anything, it is “a 
thing infinite and all-dominant (avroxparés); alone it is in 
itself and for itself”? (Frag. 12; cf. 11).2 It is, therefore, 
something quite different from the logos of Heracleitos, which 
is immanent in the becoming in which it goes about. 

When we try to say what Mind is, we come to difficulties. 
We see that it is not only a motive cause, but an intelligence, 
for “‘it knows ’”’ both the mixture and what is distinct and 
separate in it; and it is an arranging intelligence, for *‘ how 
everything must be, and how everything has been and is no 
longer, and how everything is, Mind arranged it’ (Frag. 12). 
Correlatively, we are told that, in the eyes of Anaxagoras, 
chance is merely our inability to discover the cause, and fate 
is an empty word.? Yet, on the other hand, Mind does not 
seem to be an intelligence which reflects and calculates ; it is, 
rather, similar to the soul of living beings.4 And, indeed, after 
saying that Mind is the only thing of which there is not a part 
in everything, Anaxagoras adds that ‘‘ there are, however, 


: Arist., Phys., viii. 1, 250 b 24 ff. ; LVI, ch. ae - Ris 48 beg., etc. 
2 Cf. the passages of Plato and Aristotle, ibtd., A. 5 
8 Ibid, A. 66, ‘ Ibid., A. 58, 100 (Aristotle(. 
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things in which there is Mind,’ and which have “ Mind for a 
master ’’; they are “‘ all those which have breath.’’ But, he 
goes on, ‘“‘ Mind is always alike, both the greater and the 
smaller’? (Frags. 11, 12). That means, no doubt, that it is 
always outside the mixture, whether that be the original 
mixture or the mixture constituted by a living creature. 
So, too, it is not by a higher mind that the beasts are superior 
to the plants, and men to the beasts, but, respectively, because 
they are not attached to the earth, and because they have 
hands.!_ Mind must, therefore, be like an independent soul, 
from which other souls, equally independent, emanate.* 
Lastly, what definitely forbids us to suppose that this Mind, 
for all its arranging activity, has ends in view, is the statement 
that it owes its “ whole knowledge of everything ’’ and its 
‘ greatest strength of all things’’ to merely being “ the 
thinnest and purest of all things”’ (Frag. 12), in short, that 
most able to slip between them, first dividing them and then 
animating them, yet without risk of becoming mingled with 
them. We can, therefore, understand the disappointment, so 
strongly expressed by Plato and Aristotle,? of those who, with 
Socrates, reproached the old physicists with asserting only 
mechanical causes, and found nothing in the philosophy of 
Mind but a “ theatrical apparatus, dragged on to the stage ” 
when the author found himself in difficulties, having to explain 
the origin of movement, or life. 

The first distinction to appear is that of the fiery ether and 
the air. Two masses are formed, one composed of all the seeds 
which have the common quality of being tenuous, hot, bright, 
and dry, and the other of all which are dense, cold, dark, and 
wet. Each mass can, in a sense, be called infinite, for it 
contains an infinite number of different secds, collected 
together (Frags. 1, end, and 2). At the same time, the two 
masses take their relative places, the air in the centre, where it 
forms the earth, and the ether, in which the stars will gradually 
become distinct, at the circumference. In the theory of the 
constitution of the stars there may, perhaps, be an anticipation 
of the hypotheses of Kant and Laplace, whether the coagulated, 
petrified parts of the earth tend, by the acceleration of the 


1 Jbid., A. 102, 113, 115 ff. 
2 For the story of Hermotimos of Clazomenae, who from time to time lost his 
soul, see Diels’ note, tbid., A. 58. 
Phaedon, 97 b ff.; Metaph., A. 3, 984 b 17 ff.; 4, 985 a 18 ff. 
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revolving movement, to “fly outwards,” or the circular 
vortex by its force attracts to itself stony masses torn from the 
surface of the earth, communicates its fire to them, and holds 
them by its extreme velocity.1_ In any case, the stars are 
‘‘ incandescent masses,’ whose nature is in no way different 
from that of terrestrial bodies, as we can see if we note the 
similarity between our rocks and the stones which, by some 
accident, fall on to the surface of the earth, being extinguished 
as they do so. This theory is said to have been suggested to 
Anaxagoras, or it may have been confirmed, by observation 
of the fall of a meteor at Aegospotami about 468-6. Why did 
it give such offence ? Hitherto, scientific thought had given 
many signs of its freedom, but it had been in the seclusion of 
a school, far from contact with the popular conscience. 
Besides, we have seen that the scandal must have been 
fomented by political rivalries. One must add, too, that his 
desire to bring the heavenly bodies down to the terms of 
experience led Anaxagoras to declare that the moon was no 
larger than the Peloponnese, and that the sun was only a good 
deal larger. Lastly, the reputation which he enjoys of having 
been the first to understand the true reason of eclipses may be 
undeserved, especially in respect of eclipses of the moon. It 
is, at least, remarkable that he retains, as a complementary 
cause of the phenomenon, the mvisible bodies of which 
Anaximenes spoke. The question whether he believed in the 
existence of several universes, simultaneously or in succession, 
appears to be insoluble. 

Of the biological or psychological opinions of Anaxagoras, 
perhaps that most worth mentioning is the theory that, 
contrary to what Empedocles taught, opposites are known by 
opposites: cold is felt only in contrast to heat. Every 
sensation, therefore, is a change ; from which it follows that 
it is a pain, which becomes dulled by habit, but is keen if the 
excitement is too intense. 

Historically, and with reference to the periods of Greek 
philosophy and science, Anaxagoras marks a decisive transition. 
Of the heritage of earlier philosophies he has sacrificed nothing 
—not the qualitativism of the Milesians, Heracleitos, or 
Empedocles, nor the Eleatics’ negation of becoming, nor that 
combination of their extension with the Pythagorean number 


1 Frag. 16 (cf. Frag. 9) and A. 71, 72, 42 (6). 
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which was the quantitativism of the Atomists, nor their 
mechanism. But, on the other hand, he opens the path for a 
new philosophy. By placing being in quality, as he did, 
by striving to raise it from sensation to intelligibility, he 
was preparing thinkers to construct the real with specifically 
distinct forms or ideals. What is more, by attributing 
efficient causality to Mind, even incompletely, he suggested 
the replacement of mechanical, material causality by an ideal 
causality of the end and of the good. Not without reason, 
therefore, did the last of the natural physicists appear to 
Plato and Aristotle as a forerunner of the Socratic revolution. 
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CHAPTER I 


ECLECTICS AND SOPHISTS 


I 


Ecuectic PHYSICISTS 


AFTER the Eleatics, the endeavour of philosophers had been 
to modify the terms of the problem which the Ionians had 
attacked. Instead of inquiring what is the one thing which 
becomes all other things, they asked what essential plurality 
can be reconciled with the true unity of Being and, by unions 
and separations, account for the appearance of becoming. On 
the other hand, the physicists whom we shall now discuss 
behaved as if the Eleatic criticism had never existed. For 
them, the problem of becoming took the form which it had had 
for the philosophers whom the Eleatics had combated ; their 
monism was that of the old Milesians. Herein they were 
reactionaries. But, in order to invest their erudite resuscita- 
tions of a vanished past with a semblance of youth, they gave 
them a colouring borrowed from later doctrines. So they were, 
at the same time, “ eclectics.”’ 

The doctrine of Thales was revived, about the middle of 
the Vth century, by the Samian Hippon, who is said to have 
been born in Great Greece. Some of his opinions recall, with 
differences, the medical theories of the Pythagoreans. He 
appears to have been chiefly interested in physiological or 
embryological questions. There are, however, traces of his 
cosmology, and the only fragment of him which we possess, 


on the marine origin of springs, seems to indicate that, like 
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Thales, he made the earth float on water. What innovations 
he made, it is hard to say in the present state of our knowledge. 

Diogenes of Apollonia, a product of the school of Anaxi- 
menes and a young contemporary of Leucippos and Anaxa- 
goras, seems to have cut more of a figure as a philosopher and 
as a scientist. It is not impossible that he taught in Athens. 
In addition to his treatise On Nature, which contained a 
Meteorology and an Anthropology, he probably wrote a book 
Against the Sophists, that is, doubtless, against the physicists 
who had abandoned the old tradition. While showing an 
interest in matters of method and form characteristic of 
a Sophist in the strict sense of the word (Frag. 1), he tries 
to prove that change cannot be explained without trans- 
formations of a single, unchangeable foundation of all things, 
which must be such that it can account for the stability of 
their organization (Frags. 2, 3). Now, what best fulfils this 
twofold condition is the principle of Anaximenes, air, provided 
only that it is given thought and some of the attributes of 
the Mind of Anaxagoras and, in fact, a divine nature, without, 
however, being separated from the matter which it organizes 
(Frag. 5). Air produces all the diversity of things and worlds, 
infinite in number, by a process of rarefaction and condensa- 
tion, the details of which are rather obscure. It is the principle 
of movement, because it is eternal and universal mobility ; 
it is the common principle of all life, as is shown by the fact 
that all living things, including fish, have to breathe, in 
different ways (cf. Frag. 5); and it is the principle of intelli- 
gence, because it is itself “‘ that which knows many things ”’ 
(Frag. 8). By the union of air with the blood in the vascular 
system, their reciprocal movements towards the brain or 
towards the thoracic region, and the entry of air and its 
fixation at one point in the brain, he explained sensation and 
sleep, distraction, forgetfulness and memory, and the variety 
of intelligence among living creatures and among men. As 
the air circulates all through the body, every organ, in normal 
conditions, will perform its special function, and the purer 
this air-intelligence is, the subtler will thought be. We see 
how important the study of the circulation is in Diogenes’ 
biology, and his description of the veins, quoted at length by 
Aristotle, is a remarkable evidence of his anatomical in- 
vestigations (Frag. 6). 
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The eclectical tendency is still more manifest in a pupil of 
Anaxagoras, Archelaos of Athens, whom one tradition makes 
the master of Socrates. He follows Anaxegoras in almost 
everything, but distorts his doctrine on essential points. 
Thus, he makes Mind a mixture, and for the mechanical 
process of separation and rotation which distinguishes things 
he substitutes a process of condensation and rarefaction. So 
he touched up Anaxagoras with the help of Anaximenes and 
Diogenes of Apollonia, declaring, moreover, that the latter’s 
air-intelligence was the very mixture of which Mind is made. 
Consequently, the two first things to become distinct cannot 
be the same as in the theory of Anaxagoras ; they are, in his 
view, heat, or fire, which is mobile and active, and cold, or 
water, which is at rest and passive. 

Idaeos of Himera is usually mentioned in this group. By 
a wholly gratuitous conjecture he is credited with an opinion 
recorded by Aristotle, to the effect that certain physicists 
maintained a first principle of a nature intermediate either 
between fire and air or between air and water. To tell the 
truth, we know nothing about him or the physicists in question. 


{I 
THE SOPHISTS OF THE FIFTH CENTURY 


Down to the middle of the Vth century, the object of 
philosophic thought had been to say what is the underlying 
reality, or what is the true being, of the visible universe. 
Reflection on conduct had been left to poets and lawgivers, 
and philosophy had not regarded it as one of its proper objects. 
Philosophy had confined itself to the problem of becoming, 
considering all its aspects and attempting every solution. To 
continue to be able to move in the blind alley in which it 
found itself, it returned upon its first footsteps, rejuvenating 
its gait, and gave itself up to the fruitless game of eclectical 
constructions. If it was to escape from this, there must be a 
complete revolution. 

This revolution was partly due to oda and political 
factors. After the Persian Wars, Athens, brought into the 
front rank of the Greek states by the part which she had 
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taken in the struggle, organized the Ionian Confederation 
under her protection. Along with her imperialist policy there 
went, inside the city, which contained more Metics and slaves 
than free citizens, a break-down of the old unity and a complete 
collapse of equilibrium. The constitution became more and 
more democratic, and the line taken by statesmen was to 
increase the sovereignty of the people without ceasing, and to 
pay them, in order to divert the greed of the poor citizens 
from ancient or newly acquired fortunes. The instability of 
such a state of things was disguised for a time by the personal 
ascendancy of Pericles, but became evident when the Pelo- 
ponnesian War broke out. But reverses did not rob Athens, 
for a long time yet, of her power of radiation and attraction. 
To Athens men came from everywhere, to test the virtue of 
new ideas or beliefs. As the collective bond weakened, the 
individual personality had more play. Every man wanted 
liberty for himself, and sought it the more eagerly as he felt 
the State growing more helpless. He sought, by the possession 
of political credit and wealth, to give rein to his personal 
power of enjoyment. In Athens, and in the cities which came 
under her influence, a fierce, unruly individualism reigned. 
Another factor of the transformation then taking place in 
thought was of an intellectual order—the advance of specializa- 
tion in the sciences and crafts, gomg with the division of 
labour in industry and trade. Hitherto philosophy had not 
by any means neglected the practica] requirements which had 
provoked its earliest speculations. Indeed, its most striking 
characteristic was that it was mingled with scientific inquiry. 
But practical applications, by the very fact that they had so 
increased, finally broke off from the tree of which they were 
the fruit, and it was felt to be dangerous to keep special 
investigation too closely bound to a general doctrine. The 
divorce was not always equally complete, but, at any rate, 
specialists did exist—mathematicians, like Cinopides and 
Hippocrates of Chios, astronomers, like Meton, who reformed 
the Attic calendar, theorists of music and gymnastics, writers 
on agriculture, tactics, stage-perspective, the rules of sculpture, 
and even cooking. Medicine, which had long been taught as 
a, lay science in the schools of Croton, Cyrene, Cnidos, and Cos, 
definitely became an independent study. Hippocrates of 
Cos flourished about 420, and most of the writings in the 
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Hippocratic Collection, among which the personal work of 
that great man is hard to distinguish, doubtless belong to the 
second half of the Vth century. It was at this time, too, that 
history had its birth. Herodotos finished his work about 480, 
and Thucydides was a pupil of the Sophists. In short, without 
dwelling on the matter further, one may say that all personal 
ability and every secret prescription of a school was brought 
out into public and became something which could be com- 
municated by a special branch of teaching. 

Now, this development of special technical branches 
brought questions of method and the formal aspect of know- 
ledge to the forefront. As soon as technical skill ceases to be 
regarded as an innate talent or a privileged tradition, men 
reflect on the technique of technique, and this makes them 
ready to reflect on the method of thought and philosophy. 
In addition, in the eyes of the individual who is tending to 
break loose from the leading-strings of the State and religion, 
it will seem that this general technique must furnish the 
principles on which to organize his existence and that of the 
State, with a view to happiness. So the problems of the 
essence of individual happiness and its conditions, or of the 
constitution of society, become objects of philosophical 
discussion. <A last consequence of the same movement is a 
more marked tendency of the mind to question itself about its 
power and the réle which it can claim in the representation of 
the real and in the determination of conduct. Thus -critical, 
reasoning thought grows up, subjecting collective opinion to 
examination and rejecting it in favour either of individual, 
contingent theories, or of a combination of concepts which is 
supposed to have necessity and universality. So, for many 
reasons, man takes the place of nature as the centre of specu- 
lation. In various aspects, ‘‘ humanism,” in the widest sense 
which the word can have, succeeds the “ naturalism ”’ of 
previous philosophers. 

It is possible that this revolution, which meant the advent 
of a philosophy which was dialectical or abstract and wholly 
logical, was injurious to the development of the experimental 
sciences, which had been encouraged by naturalism. But we 
must remember that the attempts of naturalism at positive 
investigation were taken up by the specialist scientists, and 
the real question is rather whether specialization, the in- 
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dependence of the sciences, is a good or a bad thing. Moreover, 
it is not to be denied that the earlier philosophy contained 
the germs of that which followed it. The Pythagoreans, 
Anaxagoras, even the Atomists in a sense, were on the way 
to a formal representation of things ; dialectic came from the 
Eleatics ; Pythagoreanism had already made man think of his 
destiny and personal salvation. Lastly, the special tendencies 
of the old physics did not disappear altogether. But, where 
they survived, physical science was no longer the main stem 
of philosophy, but only one of its branches. 

The revolution which took place in the orientation of 
thought about the middle of the Vth century was mainly the 
work of the Sophists and Socrates. Although the tradition 
of their mutual antagonism is in a sense true, there is no 
paradox in regarding them as fellow-workers in the same 
achievement. 

It will be noticed, first of all, that when we regard the 
Sophists as false philosophers, in contrast to the true philo- 
sopher, we are relying on a tradition of doubtful historical 
value. The “ Sophists,” in the language of the Vth and early 
IVth centuries, were the men whom Descartes would one day 
eall les doctes, the *‘ learned ’’—men who, like Homer, Hesiod, 
Solon, the Seven Sages, or Pythagoras, were held to be 
store-houses of wisdom, or else specialists (masters of palestras, 
musicians, rhapsodes, mathematicians, physicians), who, 
having elevated some special skill into a science, flattered 
themselves that they could teach it to others. Incidentally, 
the term may be used disparagingly, but in this sense it is 
applied to Socrates and the Socratics themselves. When, 
therefore, we give the word an abusive sense, using it as a 
definition of certain persons, we are adopting a particular 
use which only became general later, and comes from Plato 
and Aristotle. Now, in the former it is not constant, and in 
the latter it implies an important distinction, between the 
Sophist, who sets out to win glory and riches, and the “ eristic ”’ 
or argumentative man, who only wants to get the better in a 
discussion, both of whom may, of course, be the same man at 
bottom.? Correlatively, we may ask whether the Sophists who 


: zs ri 1075 ff. (French trans., ii. 480-2); passage from Aristotle, in LXVII, 
ch. =e | 
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appear in Plato’s dialogues as contemporaries of Socrates are 
not sometimes disguised portraits of certain of Plato’s own 
opponents. Furthermore, his testimony, like Aristotle’s, is 
that of an enemy of the Sophists. The rest of our evidence is 
not usually independent of these two ; it is derived from them 
and does not enable us to check them. The surviving sum- 
maries or fragments of books of those whom we call the 
Sophists are often suspect, when their attribution is not wholly 
fanciful, of being remodelled versions, or, especially in Plato, 
imitations and parodies. At all events, they throw very little 
light on the personality of their authors. 

Whatever the truth of these difficult problems may be, we 
have a traditional catalogue of our Sophists. According to 
Plato, the first man to think of calling himself a ‘S Sophist,”’ 
meaning that he was a teacher of wisdom, that wisdom was 
his “‘ art’ or speciality, was Protagoras of Abdera. He was 
about twenty years older than Socrates, and was certainly 
dead when Socrates was tricd. Was his long career an un- 
broken succession of triumphs, as Plato declares ? Or should 
we believe a tradition, probably coming from Aristotle, to the 
effect that, towards the end of his life, he was accused of 
impiety in Athens, and only saved himself by flight? 

Between Protagoras and Gorgias of Leontion in Sicily we 
know of no connecting link. In 427 Gorgias came to Athens 
as ambassador of his fellow-townsmen, to ask the city for help 
against the Syracusans. He already had a great reputation 
as a rhctor in Sicily, and in Athens, it is said, it received 
brilliant and profitable confirmation. No doubt, he returned 
to Athens more than once, and among his pupils he numbered 
Isocrates, Thucydides, A‘%schines (the rival of Demosthenes), 
Critias, and the poet Agathon. When he died, aged almost a 
hundred (between 380 and 370), in Thessaly, perhaps at the 
court of Jason of Pherae, the glory and wealth which he had 
earned by his profession were very great. 

The reputation of Prodicos of Ceos seems to have been no 
less than that of the two others. Since Ceos was not far from 
Athens, he was able to stay in the latter city frequently, and, 
from the way in which Aristophanes speaks of him in the 
Clouds and the Birds, he must have been a well-known figure 
there. He was perhaps a little older than Socrates, and was 
alive at the time of the latter’s trial. 
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The same is true of Hippias of Elis, who seems to have been 
rather younger than the Sophists mentioned above. He was 
an encyclopaedic virtuoso of the picturesque type produced 
by the Italian Renaissance, and Plato may not be painting 
an utter caricature when he describes Hippias parading him- 
self before the money-changers’ tables and telling the gaping 
onlookers that when he went to Olympia everything which he 
wore had been made by himself—cloak, tunic, rich embroidered 
belt, shoes, ring, seal, oil-flask, and scraper (Hipp. Muin., 
368 b-d). 

The identity of some others is harder to determine. Even 
in ancient times there were doubts whether Antiphon the 
Sophist was the same as Antiphon of Rhamnus, “ logographer ” 
or writer of forensic orations, rhetor, and politician, who took 
an active part in the constitution of the aristocratic govern- 
ment of the Four Hundred (412-411). No decisive reason 
seems to have been adduced for distinguishing them, and there 
is nothing surprising, as we shall see, in the notion that a 
man like Antiphon of Rhamnus should also have specialized 
in divination and the interpretation of dreams, taught physics 
and geometry, and written on morals and politics. So, too, 
there is some uncertainty about Thrasymachos of Chalcedon, 
who appears in Book I of the Republic as a violent, brutal 
debater, whereas elsewhere, in Plato’s own Phaedros and in 
Aristotle, he is a master who can handle all the ‘‘ resources ”’ 
of oratory with a sure touch, having analysed, collected, and 
classified them in the most exact and complete “ Summa ”’ 
yet composed, and is a sober writer with a beautiful style. 
The care with which he avoids the hiatus seems to show that 
he belongs to the second generation of Sophists, and that he 
is nearer to Isocrates or Plato than to Socrates. 

The question of the Platonic pseudonyms has been raised 
in connexion with the two chief speakers in the Euthydemos. 
These Sophists, Euthydemos and Dionysodoros, are brothers, 
natives, “it is believed,” of Chios, who had emigrated to 
Thurii. They are men who know everything and can teach 
everything, theory and practice alike, logographers and 
rhetors, subtle inventors of the art of fighting without an 
object, always refuting everything, whether it be false or true. 


1 This is the opinion of Alfred Croiset, in Revue des Etudes grecques, xxx (1917). 
H. Diels (LXVII, ch. 80) distinguishes between the two. 
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Formerly they taught tactics and the use of all kinds of 
weapons in Athens ; now they teach a manner of “ exhorting ” 
men to philosophy and virtue (278 d-275 a, 278c-d). In 
addition, they have an infallible method of shutting any 
adversary’s mouth—by saying that nothing is anything, since 
nothing can be “‘ other’ than it is (803 d-e). Was it not 
Plato’s intention to combine here, in a single caricature, as a 
picturesque pendant to the analysis in the Sophist, all the 
characteristics scattered about elsewhere ? What is more, 
certain features in the portrait of the two brothers seem to be 
allusions to the polemic which went on between Antisthenes 
and Plato. If so, the pair in the EHuthydemos symbolize the 
kinship of sophistry and eristic, which Aristotle also points out. 
If there are often coincidences between Aristotle’s Refutation 
of Sophistic Arguments and the Euthydemos, it is because both 
writers consider their Socratic opponents as standing in the 
same relation to the Academy and Lyceum as the Sophists did 
to Socrates. That there is some truth in this, is possible. 
But, while it is probable that Plato is the source of the sole 
mention which we have of Dionysodoros (Xen., Mem., iii. 1. 1), 
the real existence of Euthydemos as an author of captious 
arguments is attested beyond dispute by Aristotle.! 

In the second rank in this survey we might mention 
Euenos of Paros, Xeniades of Corinth, who seems to be 
connected with Gorgias as much as with Protagoras, Polos of 
Acragas, a pupil of Gorgias, and Lycophron, who is usually 
said to have raised certain objections against the decom- 
position of the verb into predicate and copula.? Polyxenos, 
who is said to have invented the argument of the ‘‘ third man,” 
Protarchos, who speaks in the Philebos, and the rhetors 
Theodoros of Byzantion and Alcidamas, the rival of Isocrates, 
are, even more certainly than Lycophron, Sophists of the 
second generation. 

Lastly, if being a Sophist is a profession, one cannot 
properly include in the list men who were not masters of the 
art, but politicians trained in the school. Such was Critias, 
Plato’s kinsman, who was one of the Thirty Tyrants, a 

i , Soph. El., 20,177 b 12; Rhet., ii. 24, 1401 a 26. Cf. Plato, Crat., 386 d. 

2 Arist., Phy 8, i. 2, 185 ‘bp 25-32, But it should be noted that (i) Simplicius 

(Phys., 91/29, 93/33) and Philo pene (Phys., 49/19) ascribe this idea to Menedemos 


and the chool of Eretria, and (ii) Diog. Laért. (ii, 140) mentions a book by one 
Lycophron on Menedemos. 
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literary nobleman given to audacities of a purely verbal kind, 
who is represented by extensive fragments in verse and prose. 
Such, too, was the mysterious Callicles of the Gorgias, in whom 
Plato the aristocrat wished to expose the reverse side of the 
demagogue ; it cannot be proved that he is a fictitious 
character. 

The time has come to determine certain collective features, 
by which one may justify the classification under one name of 
individuals who are not connected with one another by any 
schoo] tradition. 

In the first placc, the Sophistic movement of the Vth 
century represents a sum of independent attempts to satisfy 
the same needs by similar methods. The needs are those of a 
time and a country in which every citizen can have a share in 
the management of the business of his city, and can obtain 
personal predominance by words alone ; where the competition 
of individual activities gives rise to numerous conflicts before 
the popular law-courts ; where every man wants to assert, in 
the eyes of all, the superiority of his “ virtue ”’ (aper7)—-that is, 
of his talents and his ability to rule his own life and that of 
others. Eagerness of thought and greed for enjoyment, the 
ambition to dominate and to emancipate one’s own activity, 
exuberant, superficial curiosity, combined with a _ supple 
strength and penctrating subtlety, enthusiasm and versatility 
—these are the characteristics of the social environment, and 
above all of the younger generation which aspires to make the 
best use of its advantages of wealth and birth. It therefore 
needs masters, to teach it the art of individual success in 
social life, while sparing it the delays and disappointments of 
experience. This is the art, on principle, which the Sophists 
taught. They taught the science of “ good counsel” in 
private or public affairs, that is, ‘‘ virtue,” in the precise sense 
defined above, and the means to “‘ become superior’ to one’s 
rivals. 

Since the need which their teaching met was a need of all 
democratic cities, they went from town to town to the pupils 
who awaited them. That is why there was no Sophistic 
school, for a school implies that pupils go to a master, who 
has a fixed abode somewhere. Moreover, whereas the fee paid 
by the pupil served solely for the upkeep and prosperity of 
the school, the Sophist profited by it personally. His charge 
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varied according as a complete course or a single lesson was 
taken, and as it was private or public. Like any tradesman, 
to the great indignation of Plato and Aristotle, he measured 
the extent of his spiritual influence by his takings. 

In exchange, what did the Sophists give their pupils ? 
They uttered before them ‘ show-speeches”’ (€midecxtexot 
Noyot) as samples of what they could do and what they hoped 
to teach. With a view to advertisement, on the days of the 
great Panhellenic gatherings they doubtless gave performances 
for nothing, and in many cases their published writings may 
have been intended only to further this publicity. The theme 
of such speeches might be a political or philosophical question 
of a very general nature, a panegyric on a city, a funeral 
oration, or a dissertation on the moral worth of some person 
sung by the poets, such as Helen or Palamedes. Sometimes 
they displayed their art in an amusing fancy about some 
trivial subject-——the praise of peacocks, mice, silk-worms, salt, 
pots, and the like. The Sophist was a rhctor, and also a teacher 
of rhetoric. After giving examples of the art of speaking or 
writing in an ordered, correct, elegant manner about every 
possible subject, he taught that art. But, since the practice 
of such an art necessitated a prodigious variety of information, 
he used to reduce his subjects to gencral themes, or, as they 
were called later, ‘“‘ common-places ’’—moral or psychological 
themes furnished by the reading of the poets, political themes, 
or legal themes, of which Antiphon has left remarkable 
analyscs. To succeed, therefore, he had to have encyclopaedic 
knowledge himself, and to pay heed to the taste of the public 
and to the fashionable questions of the day. In philosophy he 
would aim at paradox; in mathematics, he would attempt 
to square the circle (Hippias and Antiphon); in physics he 
would simplify by combining, and would be an eclectic. 
Moreover, to control all this mass of knowledge, formal as it 
was, he sought for a method, equally formal. So, with 
reference to the object of Sophistic teaching, Hippias’s system 
of mnemonics was a discovery of great importance. In short, 
the Sophists tried to superimpose on the old traditional and 
purely civic education—thereby endangering that education— 
a wider teaching, even aiming on principle at universality, 
emancipated from tradition and valid for all men. They 
wanted to be, not “ pedagogues ’’ (in the Greek sense), nor 
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philosophers of a school, but professors. They mark a stage 
in the history of education. 

What, exactly, were the spirit and method of their teach- 
ing? Since their object was to prepare the pupil for every 
conflict in thought or action to which social life might give 
rise, their method was essentially “‘ antilogy ’’ or controversy, 
the opposition of the theses possible with regard to certain 
themes, or “‘ hypotheses,”” suitably defined and _ classified. 
The pupil had to learn to criticize and to argue, to organize 
a “‘joust’’’ of reasons against reasons. The Sophist may not 
have been an “ arguer,’’ but he taught his pupil to become 
one. It does not matter whether the opposition was between 
two long speeches or between the questions and answers of a 
conversation. This method is the practical application of the 
Heracleitean conception of a dynamic contrast between 
successive judgments, and also of the process of argument by 
which Zenon brought out the static opposition of simultane- 
ous judgments about the fundamental notions of experience. 
Now, it was Heracleiteanism which gave Protagoras his 
theoretical basis, and Eleaticism which provided that of 
Gorgias. The fact that the works of Protagoras included 
Controversies and an Art of Argument shows that he was the 
originator of this method of forming the intellect. 

A significant example has been preserved in a small 
anonymous work of the end of the Vth century, a short and 
incomplete school-exercise entitled Double Reasons (dicoor 
Aoyo, formerly called dtadefes).2 The author considers in 
succession nine themes on which philosophers do not agree, 
some of them, be it noted, being themes with which the 
Socratic conversations deal—good and evil; the beautiful 
and the ugly ; the just and the unjust ; the true and the false ; 
folly and wisdom, ignorance and knowledge ; whether know- 
ledge and virtue can be taught ; whether magistracies should 
go by lot or by capacity ; that the man who can best make and 
apply laws is the dialectician, for he knows all oppositions ; 
that the mnemonic system is the best of all inventions. These 
themes give occasion for arguments for and against ; they are 
the subject-matter of an exercise. Thus, for example, on good 


1 This seems to be indicated by Plato, Phaedon, 90 a-b, and Phaedros, 261 d-e. 
Cf. ae 232 d-233 a, 225 b-c; Protag., 329 b, etc.; Theaet., 167d; Rep., vii. 
539 b-c. 

2 LXV, ch. 83. 


ECLECTICS AND SOPHISTS 141 


and evil, you can say that their opposition is essential, or that 
it is merely relative to the various characters of individuals 
and to the circumstances in which each in his turn may find 
himself. The pupil declares for the second thesis, and proves 
it by examples—it is evil for one who is not physically strong 
to be unable to resist his passions, but is good for a man whose 
trade is to encourage the intemperance of others; illness is 
good for the physician, death is good for the tomb-seller, and 
so on. The other thesis remains, however, and, without 
inquiring what is in itself the “‘ essence ”’ (ri ear:) of good and 
evil, the pupil now sets out to prove that they are distinct. 
He asks an imaginary supporter of the other thesis questions 
which make him contradict himself: ‘‘ Are you good to your 
parents ?’’ “ Yes.” “‘ Then, since you say that good and bad 
are not distinct, you are bad to them,” . . . and so on. 

By this example we see that the Sophists used the method 
of antilogy to teach their pupils to invent mechanically, on 
any question, the ideas which should feed the spoken or 
written discourse, and the mainspring of the method was the 
opposition of judgements. So, whether he called himself one 
or not, the Sophist was always a professor of the art of speaking 
or writing, a master of rhetoric. 

This technique of “ persuasion’ which he taught was 
special in appearance only. In reality it was universal in 
application; without it, the really special arts—politics, 
medicine, etc.—had no value or efficacity. Now, if rhetoric 
has this supremacy, it is just because it teaches you to put 
the processes of antilogy into practice. Antilogy supplies a 
uniform scheme of the construction of discourses. You can 
fill up this scheme, according to the occasion and the time at 
your disposal, with few words or many. In any case, since 
the pupil always has it ready to use, he is in a position to 
improvise without having worked up the subject. This 
decisive test of their art Gorgias and Hippias sought to obtain 
from the public. The mechanism which they set working 
appears clearly in the Funeral Oration spoken by Gorgias in 
honour of those killed in war, or in Agathon’s speech in Plato’s 
Symposium. ‘‘ What was absent in these men,” said Gorgias, 
‘ which should not be present in men ? And what was present 
in them which should not have been present ?”’ and so on. 
This balancing of antithetical words and sentences is the 
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process by which the speaker breaks up his thought and 
develops it, in the air, as it were, on a purely formal plane. 
Lastly, verbal oppositions presuppose an exact distinction 
of terms, so that it is natural that the Sophists, particularly 
Protagoras and Prodicos, should have insisted on the necessity 
of defining words precisely and using them properly. Here, 
too, there is another method of setting forth ideas and feeding 
discourse. The reading of the poets, with a commentary, not 
only supplies themes for discussion ; it gives practice in the 
analytical study of expression. 

The Sophists devoted all their energies to perfecting this 
verbal formalism, and remained indifferent to ideas. For the 
spirit of their teaching required that they should have no 
doctrine of their own, but should show how all doctrines could 
be defended, the most paradoxical and outrageous no less than 
those most commonly accepted, doubtless keeping the former 
for limited, discreet audiences, while, with sound commercial 
instinct, they gave the latter every publicity. For it is not 
solely by differences in the conscience of individual Sophists 
that we must explain the remarkable differences of attitude 
towards morality revealed by the expressions, more or less 
direct, of their teaching. In great part, these differences are 
perhaps due to the fact that we are considering sometimes 
one and sometimes the other of the terms of an antilogy— 
sometimes that which a master deliberately published in order 
to protect himself against his enemies, sometimes that which, 
though not publicly expressed by the master, was put into his 
mouth or his pupils’ mouths by opponents who wished to 
discredit him. The bravado of Thrasymachos in Book I of 
the Republic or of Callicles in the Gorgias bears little re- 
semblance to the anonymous Sophistic fragment found in the 
Protreptics of Iamblichos, of which Callicles’ speech is the 
exact opposite, or to the fragments of Antiphon’s edifying 
sermon on Concord, or even to the little moral discourse of 
Hippias in the Protagoras.!_ When, too, in the Clouds, Aristo- 
phanes speaks of the new education as of two arguments 
pitted against each other like a couple of fighting-cocks, and 
of its art of making the “ stronger appear the weaker,”’ in 
other words, of making the Unjust get the better of the Just, 
he is wrong in making Socrates responsible for the method ; 


1 [brid., ch. 82; ch. 80, esp. frags. 58 ff., 61; Plato. Protag., 337 c-e. 
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the method which he describes to the life is that inaugurated, 
years before Socrates, by Protagoras. 

One of the chief methods used by the Sophists to make 
an antilogy appear automatically was the old distinction of 
the point of view of “ nature ’”’ and that of “‘ convention ”’ or 
‘law,’ and it was eminently favourable to the professional 
tactics of the masters. The former enabled them, now to 
present the most dangerous audacities in a mythical guise, and 
now to justify the principles of social conservativism. One 
may doubt whether their efforts to ascertain unwritten law 
and natural rights were dictated by any but a formal, dia- 
lectical interest. 

The same may be said of their contribution to the study of 
the arts and sciences. Their object was to enable their pupil 
to assume an air of technical mastery in any subject, in order 
to contest or defend that of others and to talk to crafts- 
men like a connoisseur. This, according to Plato (Sophist, 
232 d-233 a), seems to have been the object of Protagoras’s 
treatise On the Palaestra. This, too, must have been the 
object (here defensive) of the little treatise On the Art (of 
medicine) in the Hippocratic Collection, an essay full of 
interesting views, but quite in the spirit of the Sophists in its 
general character and methodology. The “ polymathy ”’ of a 
Hippias was an erudition for show purposes only ; its founda- 
tion, mnemonics, gave it its real significance, and its object 
was to preserve the pupil from ever being found at a loss. 
So, too, the physical propositions ascribed to Gorgias, in 
which the influence of Empedocles is obvious, or to that wide 
eclectic Antiphon, and the mathematical speculations of 
Antiphon or Hippias, all bear witness, not, as has often been 
said, to positive application to science, but to the fact that 
an educational enterprise which was to succeed could not 
neglect the subjects which enjoyed even the passing favour of 
the public. Protagoras, ever anxious to keep education on 
the more general ground of antilogy, questioned even the 
principle of geometrical abstraction and exactness ; a tangent, 
he said, does not touch a circumference at a point, but along 
a length, or even a plane.! So, lastly, when Prodicos is said 
to have discussed the exactness of the medical vocabulary,? 


1 Arist., Metaph., B. 2, 997 b 35 ff. 
2 LXVIQ, ch. 77, B. 4. 
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it may only mean that he applied his famous method of 
semantics to criticizing the competence of physicians. 

Nor is there, probably, any real originality of thought in 
what we know of the moral, political, and theological specula- 
tions of the Sophists. When, for instance, Menon, the pupil 
of Gorgias, defines virtue, no doubt according to his master’s 
teaching, by enumerating all its varieties,! he is merely laying 
the groundwork for an oratorical picture. What is the myth 
of Protagoras on the origin of human societies,* but a defence 
of the Athenian democracy, and of the Sophistic method at 
the same time? If Hermes distributed honour and justice 
to all men equally, all must be equally capable of using these 
advantages, if they learn the art of managing their own 
affairs and those of the State properly. Can Prodicos’s 
nominalistic interpretation of belief in the gods be regarded 
as a serious essay in religious criticism ? The gods, he said, are 
merely names given by men to the natural objects which are 
most useful or familiar to them ; religion is derived from rites 
and festivals connected with the work of the fields. It is an 
interesting idea, but to its author it was doubtless interesting 
only as a thesis, to which the myth of Heracles at the Cross- 
roads would have furnished the necessary contrast. These are, 
perhaps, only the remains of an antilogy. It is true that 
Protagoras wrote: “Of the gods it is impossible to know 
whether they exist or do not exist ’’ (Frag. 4). But it is hard 
to believe that that old warrior of antilogy stopped at this 
agnosticism, in his long career. In general, there does not 
seem to have been any definite opposition to religion among 
the Sophists, as there was in their contemporary Diagoras of 
Melos. | 

Their really positive work lay in all that concerns the 
study of the forms of thought and discourse. This was the 
value of their works on rhetoric, especially those of Antiphon | 
(who was also a “logographer’’) and Thrasymachos on 
forensic rhetoric and on the character-study, situations, and 
mimic methods of expression which it entails. They made a 
useful contribution to precision of language and to grammar 
in general; Protagoras is said to have especially studied the 
distinctions of gender and of the tenses and moods of verbs, 
and the various kinds of proposition. 


1 Plato, Menon, 71 d-e. 2 Protag., 320 c-323 a. 8 LXVUL, ch. 77, B. 5. 
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There remains properly philosophic speculation. We only 
find it, and with a different character, in Protagoras and 
Gorgias. Of the former’s book, Truth, or Overthrowing Dis- 
courses (xavraBadXovres), Only one phrase survives, but it is 
very significant in itself, and the development, summarized 
by Sextus, agrees on the whole with all that Plato and Aristotle 
say about him. It is the formula of a theory of knowledge: 
‘* Man is the measure of all things, of the being of those which 
are and of the not-being of those which are not.’’ The clearest 
and most consistent interpretation of this is as follows. 
Sensation is individual and contingent ; it is, as we should say, 
a wholly subjective phenomenon. Wind is cold only for me, 
and at the moment when I feel cold. The object of sensation 
1s, properly speaking, only in that measure ; really it becomes 
incessantly. For everything is incessant movement and 
change. A man, whom you call the same, is always another ; 
he knows and he does not know ; his memories are so many new 
states ; he is not one, but infinitely many. It does not matter 
whether you consider a single consciousness or several in 
agreement; the sole measure of the real is the transitory 
individuality of the state of knowledge. It does not matter 
whether you consider a man, or a pig or baboon; what you 
must do is to break up the unity and identity of the individual 
and adapt it to the infinite multiplicity and mobility of 
becoming. Does this mean that there is no wisdom, and no 
wise man? Not at all. No doubt, there is no error, for you 
cannot imagine anything but what you imagine at a given 
moment. But there are representations which “ are better ”’ 
than others. The physician is wise who, by his drugs, sub- 
stitutes better representations, those of the healthy man, for 
worse representations, those of the sick man. Even more is 
the Sophist, or the orator whom he has trained, wise, who, by 
individual and political education or by persuasion, effects a 
similar but more important change. What is improperly 
called ‘‘ true ” is that which, at a given moment and in given 
conditions, is profitable and salutary.! 

Thus, on Heracleiteanism, as against Eleaticism,? and 
perhaps even that of Melissos, quite in harmony with his 


1 According to the curious “apology” of Protagoras in Theaet. (166 a-168 ¢ ; 
cf. 152 a-b), the accuracy and impartiality of which are emphasized by Plato. 
Cf. ay Me ot 77, A. 19 and 17, end (Aristotle), 

ud., B. 2. 
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known opposition to geometrical rationalism, Protagoras 
seems to have based a decidedly empiricistic and relativistic 
theory of knowledge, capable of justifying the Sophistic method 
of the practical organization of experience. If this was so, it 
was an incomplete first sketch of a pragmatistic, humanistic 
doctrine ; for judgements of existence it substituted judgements 
of worth, and conceived of truth only in an instrumental form. 

But, it is said, this phenomenalistic, subjectivistic rela- 
tivism would be an anachronism, and contrary to the ancient 
tradition of an objectivistic, realistic relativism. This second 
interpretation of the theory of Protagoras is based on another 
thesis attributed to him; namely, that becoming is universal 
and incessant, and nothing ezists or is what it is permanently, 
but everything results from the meeting of two kinds of move- 
ment, infinitely varied and of every degree of velocity, one of 
which comes from the object and produces the sensible 
quality at the same moment as the other, which comes from 
the organ, produces sensation; action exists only in relation 
to affection (7a@os), and there is nothing determinate except 
in and by relation.1 But, for reasons which we shall see 
later, it does not seem that the thesis on which this interpreta- 
tion is based, a thesis which Plato very vaguely ascribes to 
Protagoras, can be attributed to him historically. Therefore 
Protagoras must have held that there is no analytical connexion 
between what appears and what is, even if the latter be 
unknowable. 

In Gorgias philosophical speculation seems to have been 
merely the occasion for a master of rhetoric to make a dazzling 
display of his virtuosity and the power of his art. His treatise 
On Not-being tends to show how the dialectic of the Eleatics 
can, by subtle, plausible arguments, be turned against them- 
selves.2, Nothing exists, says Gorgias, neither the Not-being 
of experience, for it is the negation of being, nor single, eternal, 
absolute Being, for it excludes all the conditions of experience, 
nor yet a relation of one to the other as of an attribute to a 
subject, for that would be a reciprocal negation which, either 
absolutely isolating the two terms or confounding them to- 
gether, would in any case condemn judgement and predication. 


1 According to Sextus, Pyrrh., i. 216-19, and Plato, Theaet., 152  ff., and esp. 
156 a-157 c. nterpretation of Lil, 23-9. Cf. below, pp. 170-1. 

2 According to the Melissos, Xenophanes, and Gorgias, 5-6, and saa Math., 
vii. 65-87. Cf. Gorgias, Helen, 13, end. 
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But let us suppose that something exists; it will not be - 
knowable, for the reality of sensible things is not intelligible, 
and inversely the conceivable is often shown to be non- 
existent. Furthermore, even if we allow that what exists 
could be known, the knowledge of it could not be com- 
municated to others, for language does no more than symbolize 
by arbitrary signs the things which it pretends to express, and, 
moreover, words have not exactly the same meaning for the 
thought of the speaker and for that of the hearer, and so 
duplicate things. There are, therefore, no general ideas, nor 
even common names; Gorgias follows the dictates of 
nominalism to the very end. In sum, his theory is an essay 
in thorough-going nihilism, which at bottom is just a learned 
game, an exhibition of dialectical acrobatics. 

For all its weaknesses and serious blemishes, the work 
done by the Sophists of the Vth century must not be under- 
rated. No doubt, their method is formal, generally empty of 
personal thought and sincerity. Yet the very effort of thought 
required to construct paradoxes, against one’s own theory, if 
need be, cannot be altogether sterile; and, as a fact, the 
Sophists were, by accident, pioneers. Moreover, there is no 
doubt that they laboured to make general culture universal, 
by dragging it outside the walls of the old schools, for whose 
transformation they thus prepared. By their criticism of 
competence in the various sciences, confining themselves to 
considering them from outside, they were led to study their 
methods, and so were the promoters of epistemology. Lastly, 
they were themselves the creators of a method of expressing 
thought, and with rhetoric and grammar they made a real 
contribution, even if it was on the field of pure empiricism, to 
the work which was carried on by Plato and Aristotle—the 
constitution of a logic. 


Cuapter II 
SOCRATES 


THE activity of Socrates, in competition with the Sophists, 
began at a time when the success of the latter was already 
great. It was exercised in the same social environment, in 
answer to the same intellectual and moral needs. His methods 
were, at least outwardly, so like those of the Sophists that he 
seemed to Aristophanes, and doubtless to many other con- 
temporaries, to embody the Sophistic spirit as well as anyone. 
Plato himself, when he tries to define the Sophist, notes an 
air of kinship between his manner of being and that of the 
true philosopher (Soph., 230 d ff.). Lastly, it was a school of 
Socratics, namely, the Megarics, who gave Aristotle some of 
his best specimens of sophisms. 

Unfortunately, if we know little about the Sophists, we 
know still less about Socrates. He is the greatest figure in the 
history of Greek thought; from him, directly or through 
intermediaries, all the later currents of philosophy are derived. 
Yet he is almost a figure of legend. About his personality, his 
acts, his talk we have an abundant harvest of testimonies, 
immediate or very nearly so. Most agree in giving us a high 
idea of his importance as a man. But they contradict each 
other flagrantly, or at least are hard to reconcile. We do not 
even know exactly why his fellow-countrymen made him pay 
for his work among them with his life. The existence of 
several Socratic schools, distinct and sometimes hostile, makes 
it all the harder to say what his philosophy was. Nor can we 
hope to form a personal opinion from any writings of Socrates 
himself, for, if there is one thing certain among all our un- 
certainties, it is that Socrates, unlike the Sophists, wrote 
nothing, and taught by word of mouth only. In fact, the most 
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who marked philosophy and the conscience with a stamp 
which time has not cffaced. 

Among our testimonies, some, first of all, tend to decry 
Socrates. We need not dwell on that of Aristoxenos of Taras, 
who declared that he had heard from his father Spintharos,? 
who had known Socrates, all the ill which he spoke of him— 
it is not clear for what reason. Even if Socrates was a bad lot 
in his youth, how can one believe that, if he was as destitute 
of culture as of dignity and scruples, openly abusive, violent, 
licentious, and a bigamist into the bargain, he was able in his 
riper years, not only to arouse such passionate admiration, 
but to take that foremost place in Athens which is proved by 
the equally adverse testimony of Aristophanes ? 

In the Clouds (423 B.c.), and incidentally in the Birds 
(414) and the Frogs (405), we find, not obscure, disconnected 
gossip, but a vigorous portrait, the concrete and very living 
character of a philosopher whose notoriety and ascendancy 
are considerable.? It does not matter that the malice of the 
portrait is due to political motives and betrays an aggravating 
lack of perception in the painter. What is interesting, is to 
note, shorn of their comic exaggeration, the features in which 
Aristophanes saw Socrates in the maturity of his forty-seven 
years, and represented him for a public which was the eye- 
witness of his daily activity. He is a master, who has a 
school, a “‘thinking-shop” (¢povrieripiov), and disciples 
who work under his direction and follow a common rule of 
life. To be admitted to his teaching, they have to pay a 
‘fee. The discipline of the school is ascetic; the disciples 
have pale faces, they are pure “‘ spirits,”’ already “‘ half-dead,”’ 
they are dirty, ragged, and barefooted, and have nothing to 
eat. Before they enter the school they must undergo initiation. 
They study geometry, physics, astronomy, meteorology, 
geography and the abysses of the earth, and living creatures. 
Air is the principle of things and of thought; from the 
“vortex of the ether”? all phenomena naturally result. 
Socrates is an atheist, since he does not believe in the gods 
of the city ; the burning of his school and the death of himself 
and his pupils will be a just chastisement of their impiety. 


1 The identity of Aristoxenos the musician with the son of Spintharos seems to 
be fairly certain from a comparison of Diog. Laért., ii. 20, with Sextus, Math., vi. 1. 
? Attested also by the attacks of other comic writers, Eupolis, Ameipsias, ete, 
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But Socrates is not only a physicist; he is also a master of 
rhetoric. Speech is one of his gods. He teaches a method 
of inventing ideas, which is “ antilogy.”’ As a professor of 
fine speaking, of forensic and political eloquence, he is a 
master of chicanery, who teaches you to make the “‘ weak ” 
argument, or the Unjust, triumph over the “ strong”’ argu- 
ment, or the Just. To law, arbitrary convention, he opposes 
the rights of nature. Lastly, his lessons treat of grammar, 
metre, and rhythm. So the Socrates of Aristophanes is an 
upholder of the doctrine of Diogenes of Apollonia, and is of 
the same family as the eclectic physicists who are themselves 
related to the Sophists. In other things he is a Sophist like 
the rest of them, like Prodicos, for example, and Aristophanes’ 
charges against him are almost the same as Plato’s against 
the Sophists. 

Against these attacks of Aristophanes, Plato made a 
direct and detailed protest in the speech which he makes his 
master utter before the judges, and he even makes Aristo- 
phanes chiefly responsible for Socrates’ death (Apol., 18 a-20 e). 
What made him think of reconciling them in the Symposium ? 
This is a problem on which it is easy to make suppositions, 
but it does not concern the personality of Socrates. It is 
more important to observe that, whereas Aristophanes knew 
him in his maturity, Plato only knew him in his old age, 
about fifteen years after the Clouds was produced. But from 
older disciples, from various members of his family, Critias 
the oligarch, his mother’s cousin, and Charmides, her brother, 
or his own brothers Adeimantos and’ Glaucon, Plato was able 
to get information about his master’s life. After the death 
of Socrates, Plato seems to have continued to collect in- 
formation, and the introductions of the Symposium and the 
Theaetetos may give a reflection of his inquiries. 

In any case, we can extract the elements of a biography 
and a character-study from Plato’s dialogues.! Socrates 
belongs to the Fox Deme (Alopece) of the Tribe of Antiochis. 
His father Sophroniscos, perhaps a sculptor, is of good family, 
and is an old friend of Lysimachos, the son of the great 
Aristeides ; his mother Phaenarete is a capable midwife. 
After the traditional education, he must have gone on to 


1 Cf. A. E. Taylor, Plato’s Biography of Socrates (Proceedings of the British 
Academy, viii. 1917). ° 


SOCRATES 151 


study mathematics and physics, showing great eagerness to 
learn. But the study of the teachings of the physicists, 
according to the famous account in the Phaedon (96 a-99 d), 
about which there has been so much argument, revealed their 
divergences to him, and these were further emphasized by 
the eclecticism of the day, which restored abandoned systems. 
If that of Anaxagoras did not satisfy him, the theory of 
Mind at least, for the first time, suggested to him a way of 
putting an end to his doubts. Critical reflection, a suggestion, 
and then internal, original meditation—in the end he arrived 
at an explanation of becoming by essences or intelligible 
forms. If we are to believe the Parmenides (127 c, 180 b-e, 
135 d), Socrates was still young when this revolution in his 
thinking took place. According to Plato, and contrary to 
what Aristophanes says, he never taught physics as a physicist ; 
on the contrary, he devoted the first manifestations of his 
philosophic activity to spreading his discovery abroad. 

No doubt Socrates had already acquired the authority of 
a master when one of his “ familiars,’’ Chaerephon, was led 
by his enthusiasm to ask the Pythia at Delphi whether there 
was anyone wiser. The answer of the god was in the negative. 
From then onwards, Socrates regarded himself as being in 
the service of Apollo, invested by him with a “ mission,” 
which was to seek the reason for that reply. In himself he 
saw no kind of wisdom; he would therefore ‘‘ examine ” 
those who believed themselves wise in one domain or another. 
Now, he soon perceived that he was superior to them in one 
respect—that he was not duped by his ignorance, that he 
was aware of his lack of knowledge. He laboured to awaken 
in others the same critical reflection, which delivered the 
mind from opinions accepted without examination; “ to 
know oneself,” in order to reform oneself was what he called 
‘taking care of one’s soul’’ (Apol., 20 e-22 e, 29 e). This 
new education, therefore, allowed of no dogmatism; it was 
based on a method of ‘“‘ search in common,” by dialogue. 
There was nothing to which Socrates was more passionately 
attached than to his influence on the young, in whom the 
stamp of another education is still fresh, and who bear in 
themselves, with their own future, the future of the city. 
Did he explicitly make love, which makes souls fruitful, the 
driving-power of his method ? Did he say that love was the 
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only thing which he knew? At least, it seems quite certain 
that he loved young people and wanted to be loved by them. 

He had no school in the strict sense. The gymnasium of 
the Lyceum was, however, the place where he preferred to 
go, when he did not visit the palaestras where he would meet 
youths. He was never weary of asking questions, but his 
preference for conversation, which made his interlocutor take 
part in the inquiry, did not prevent him from also making 
long speeches and reading and commenting on the poets. 
But, although he was not and did not want to be a master, 
he had at least a circle of ‘‘ familiars,’’ who, if they did not 
constantly live with him, at least declared themselves strongly 
attached to himself and his principles. Most of these were 
present on his last day. 

In addition to Athenians, there were among them foreigners 
who, usually living in their own cities, came to Athens from 
time to time to converse with Socrates. Some, such as Criton, 
were especially zealous for his interests. Others, like Apollo- 
doros, were fanatical devotees, imitating his attitude with 
exaggeration. Others, who afterwards claimed to carry on 
the work of Socrates in their teaching and writings, Eucleides, 
Antisthenes, Aristippos, Phaedon, Plato, Aéschines, seem to 
bear witness to the continuance of a doctrinal tendency, 
properly so called, by the side of the educational apostolate 
which ensued from the “mission.’”” But Socrates was so 
little a “‘scholarch’’ that men notoriously belonging to 
other philosophical circles—an LEleatizer like Eucleides, 
Pythagoreans like Simmias, Cebes, and Phaedondes of Thebes 
and Echecrates of Phlius, and pupils of the Sophists, like 
Antisthenes or Aristippos—at the same time belonged to the 
circle of Socrates. If we take this original feature in 
conjunction with the fact that the Socratics did not all 
represent their master’s thought from the same angle, in the 
practical order or in the speculative, we may infer that, round 
a solid core, the outlying parts of his doctrine remained plastic 
and could be adapted to the influence of other doctrines. 

Lastly, the Socratic circle was open to yet another class 
of hearer. These were young men who were too much taken 
up with their business or pleasure to sacrifice them to the 
search for truth, clients of the Sophists, who enjoyed going to 
Socrates to hear a well-conducted debate or an ingenious idea 
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subtly analysed. Among these were Plato’s kinsmen men- 
tioned already, Alcibiades, and, no doubt, Xenophon. The 
speech which Plato puts in the mouth of Alcibiades at the end 
of the Symposium is probably a fair illustration of the 
spontaneous respect and admiration which they felt for 
Socrates, and at the same time of the stubbornness with which 
they fought against his influence. These dilettanti were not 
disciples. 

While Socrates thus served the god, fulfilling his mission 
as an educator in public and without payment, never leaving 
the city where his work awaited him and called for him, he 
did not neglect the duties of a citizen. He served in the army 
as a hoplite (so he must have had some property), and took 
part in the campaigns of Potidaea (432-429) and Amphipolis 
(422) and the disaster of Delion (424), always showing cool- 
ness, decision, and bravery, and indifferent to the hazards and 
hardships of a soldier’s life. Called by lot to sit in the Council 
of the Five Hundred, he was a member of the commission of 
prytaneis at the time when, against the decision of the com- 
mission, the Assembly demanded the death of the generals who 
had commanded at Arginusac; he alone stood up to the 
popular fury and refused to put the illegal proposal to the 
vote (406). At the risk of his life, he afterwards defied the 
oligarchs when they tried to make him assist their measures 
of vengeance. 

This independence towards both the rival parties equally 
was bound to be fatal to him. When the democrats returned 
to power, they forgot how Socrates had behaved under the 
Thirty, and only remembered that he had been on good terms 
with some of the oligarchs, and that he had criticized demo- 
cratic government, its principle of equality, and its system of 
election by lot. So political motives seem to have inspired the 
suit brought against Socrates by the poet Meletos, whose 
accusation was countersigned by the politician Anytos and 
the rhetor Lycon. But openly they accused him of “ corrupt- 
ing the young’’ and of being an impious man who did not 
believe in the gods of the city and introduced ‘“ new deities ”’ 
in their place. The first charge clearly refers to the way in 
which the young were affected by his critical education, the 
anti-traditional character of which is well brought out by 
Plato. The second charge, according to Plato, referred 
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particularly to Socrates’ statement that he had in him a deity, 
a ‘*daemon,’’ whose voice had, from his childhood, ever 
turned him away, by some “ sign,” from what would be bad 
for him. These inspirations, which were always negative, 
might apply to acts in which there was no question of morality 
—which road not to follow on the retreat from Delion, a 
stream which he must not cross, and the like. Did he think 
that the privilege of this inner revelation could not belong to 
others ? At least by claiming it for himself, Socrates could 
not fail to alarm touchy democrats and to confirm himself in 
the belief that each one of us is, with the help of his daemon, 
the maker of his soul’s salvation, and that all philosophy lies 
in that. It was, for example, to save his soul from the taint 
of injustice that he would not accept Criton’s help to save 
himself by flight from a penalty pronounced in the name of 
the laws of the city ; a dream had foretold his coming death, 
and he must not evade the bidding of the god. 

We know how Socrates, having been declared guilty by a 
small majority, angered the judges by an attitude which 
seemed derisive of the first sentence, so that a larger number 
of voices were then given in favour of his death. The moving 
story of his last day in the Phaedon is present in every memory. 
Here we may simply recall the portrait which Plato has given 
of Xanthippe, the philosopher’s wife. It is very unlike the 
traditional picture, in which she represents one of the worst 
trials to which the patience of a Sage can be subjected. Plato’s 
Xanthippe is a woman unconsolable for the death of her 
husband; if Socrates makes Criton take her away, it is in 
order not to drive her still wilder with grief and not to disturb 
his own serenity. Also, the dying Socrates of the Phaedon is 
not a superman, like the Wise Man of the Cynics later; he 
wants to see his children, he talks to his kinswomen, he does 
not repudiate any natural tie, so far as it does not conflict with 
higher obligations. He was then, Plato says, over seventy 
years of age ; it was in 899, probably in February or March, 
not in May. 

It cannot, however, be denied that Plato’s Socrates bears 
the marks of a symbolical idealization, constructed on the 
theme of a contrast between the outward form and the true 
nature beneath. This opposition explains the “ oddity ’’ 
(aromia) of which Plato so often speaks, the disconcerting 
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impression which Socrates produced upon all who came near 
him. Outwardly, he performed all the actions of an ordinary 
man, and he lived an intense inner life, hearing the voice of a 
daemon, subject to ecstasies, during which he was indifferent 
to surrounding conditions and the demands of nature 
(Symposium, 174 d, 175 a, 220 c-d). He lived like a poor man, 
clad in a rough cloak (rp/Swy), although he was not poor, and 
moved in a wealthy and fashionable circle. His sobriety was 
unprecedented, and there was no more stalwart drinker. His 
talk was coarse and full of vulgar comparisons and triviality, 
and by the force of his stirring eloquence he could move men’s 
hearts as no other could. No man was more chaste, and none 
had more love-affairs or more exacting ones. He who professed 
to know nothing compelled those who professed knowledge to 
admit their ignorance. Like the numb-fish, he paralysed 
those whom he approached, and at the same time he awakened 
them to the truth (Menon, 80a). His flat face, snub nose, and 
thick lips and the bovine eyes flush with his head and looking 
sideways were those of a Silenos, but all this was only the 
cover of the box, and inside there shone the purest and most 
radiant beauty. Of all these features, some, no doubt, 
correspond to the reality. Others, however, seem to be in- 
tended to give the portrait more expressive strength. More- 
over, it cannot be denied that, on the whole, this portrait of 
Socrates reveals Plato’s conception of the Philosopher, the 
Soul, and Love, as intermediate beings, in which especially 
those opposites, the Intelligible and the Sensible, are reconciled. 

There is none of this idealism in the evidence of Xenophon 
in his Memoirs, Symposium, Apology (if it is indeed _ his), 
and (CEconomicus. Is it therefore, as has often been said, 
historically truer ? Perhaps the Socrates whom he gives us is 
more human. But his humanity is so dull and commonplace 
that his profound influence and the wild enthusiasm and 
hostility which he aroused become quite inexplicable. Besides, 
far from being the scrupulous observations of a historian 
who witnessed the facts, the Memoirs are manifestly a com- 
position of a romantic kind, strongly marked with the 
personality, tastes, and memories of the author, bigoted, 
canny, meanly utilitarian, swollen with military and political 
pretensions which he can only display on paper, a country 
squire fond of dogs and horses. The book is a pendant to 
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the Cyropaedeia, in which one might as well look for the real 
Cyrus as in the Memoirs for the real Socrates. Moreover, 
Xenophon left Athens two years before the trial of Socrates, 
to take part in the expedition of Cyrus the Younger. He 
does not seem to have returned there after the retreat of 
the Ten Thousand, and he was certainly kept out of the city 
by a sentence of banishment for thirty years, until 369. 
Down to 887 he had always lived at Sparta or in Asia, and 
had taken part in the campaigns of Agesilaos. In every 
respect, therefore, he was not in nearly such a good position 
as Plato to check his recollections and to complete his 
information, which can hardly have been very full, since it 
is unlikely that he ever belonged to the Socratic circle properly 
so called. Lastly, without laying too much weight on the 
accusations of the rhetor Polycrates (about 888), who declared 
that Socrates was the evil genius of Alcibiades (i. 2. 24) or 
on the signs of still later composition in the two last books, 
it seems that we must recognize in the Memoirs the marks of 
a compilation of several dialogues of Plato and, no doubt, of 
Antisthenes ; by using these, Xenophon would have at last 
succeeded in giving his chief character some philosophy to 
talk. Even for biographical information, Xenophon’s evidence 
is less valuable than Plato’s. He does not, therefore, seem 
to deserve the special confidence which has often been placed 
in him.! 

The evidence of Aristotle, on the contrary, whatever may 
have been said of it lately,? is of capital importance. No 
doubt, it is not immediate, for when Aristotle arrived in 
Athens Socrates had been dead thirty-two years. But this 
was not such a long time but that a pupil of Plato could, 
by questioning witnesses and reading, find many means of 
satisfying his critical curiosity on the spot. The fact that 
he often speaks of Socrates meaning, explicitly or not, the 
Socrates of Plato, does not prove that he knows no other. On 
the contrary, he knows quite well that a “ Socratic work ”’ 
(Aoyos Lwxparixos), is a dramatic work, a philosophic ‘“‘ mime,”’ 
in which fiction is mixed with fact. Moreover, he is at the 
greatest pains to distinguish the real Socrates from Plato’s 
Socrates, or from Plato himself. Socrates, he says, speculated 


1 For further details, see my essay in Année philosophique, xxi (1910), pp. 1-47. 
® XCVI, XI. Cf. my article, Rev. Etudes grecquea, xxix (1916), esp. 148-63. 
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not on nature, but on moral matters, and with reference to 
these he was the first to seek, consecutively and methodically, 
‘“‘ universal definitions ’’; for he sought the “ essence’”’ (ro 
vi esrw) as being the starting-point of reasoning, and 
consequently of knowledge. Knowledge is based on “ universal 
definition ’’ and on “‘ inductive arguments ” (éraxrixo! AOvor). 
Now, these are the two things “ the credit of which one can 
fairly give to Socrates.’’} But Socrates did not make the 
universal definitions “‘ separate ’’’ things, whereas Plato set 
them “apart from”’ sensible things, under the name of 
‘“‘Ideas.’’ The second doctrine proceeds from the first: it 
was ‘‘ by the method of logical search ” for concepts, that is, 
the method of properly Socratic speculation, that the philo- 
sophy of Ideas was “ brought on to the stage’’; if it was 
brought forth, it was ‘“‘ because Socrates set it in motion.” 2 
It is true that Aristotle is inclined to present other doctrines 
in the terms of his own, but it is none the less true that, 
when he connected Plato with Socrates as he did, he clearly 
distinguished them from each other, and that, in his view, 
Socrates’ own philosophy, although specially moral, contained 
a general method of inquiry. 

There remains a whole class of evidence—that obtained 
from Socratics other than Plato and Xenophon. But this 
evidence does not deal with definite facts so much as the 
spirit of Socrates’ teaching ; moreover, it requires peculiarly 
delicate interpretation, and must be the object of a special 
study. We must now, therefore, construct a first portrait of 
Socrates from our other sources of information, with a view 
to comparing it with that evidence later. 

First of all, he was not a kind of genius standing outside 
time. He was very much a man of his day, who had received 
the culture of his day. In this Aristotle's evidence agrees 
with Plato’s, in respect of physics, and there is no reason to 
reject the tradition which makes Socrates a disciple of 
Archelaos.2 What is doubtful is that Socrates ever taught 
physics. He also came under the influence of the dialectic 
and methods of the earlier Sophists, and perhaps Plato is not 
altogether ironical when he makes Prodicos, who of all the 

1 Metaph., M. 4, 1078 b 17 ff.; A. 6, beginning. 


2 Jbid., A. 6, 987 b 31 ff.; M. 9, 1086 b 2 ff. 
3 LXVI, ch. 47, A. 1, 3, 7. 
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Sophists was most mixed up with Athenian life, one of his 
masters. It is not even impossible that Socrates gave a 
kind of teaching in rhetoric, though doubtless not in the 
spirit presented in the Clouds ; his search for and analysis of 
essence would have made the method of his teaching different 
from that of the Sophists.2 That, no doubt, was what more 
than one man came to Socrates to learn, and Xenophon may 
be referring to this when he says that the Thirty forbade 
Socrates to teach the art of “ reasons ’’ (Mem., 1. 2. 81 ff.). 

Thus placed in his true environment, Socrates takes—not 
so soon as the Parmenides makes out, but soon enough—an 
original position. What he rejects of the doctrine of Anax- 
agoras is the points in which it resembles the other physical 
doctrines ; but it satisfies him by its qualitativism and by 
the theory of Mind. Yet quality cannot be separated from 
Mind; it will be that which is intelligible in things, their 
universal raison d’étre or essence, the perfection of nature, the 
end or good towards which each of them tends. On another 
side, although Plato indicates no other determining influence 
than meditation on the philosophy of Anaxagoras, it is hard 
to believe that Socrates did not know other doctrines, and 
that his relations with the Pythagorean circles of Thebes and 
Phlius or with the Eleatic circle of Megara did not incline his 
thinking in the same direction. Among the forerunners of 
the Socratic search for the universal definition, Aristotle even 
adds Democritos to the Pythagoreans. However that may be, 
by making that search the condition of all knowledge of 
nature, Socrates completely changed the spirit of physics, 
that is, of philosophy. 

In conceiving of physics as a logical analysis and a con- 
struction of concepts, he asserted the pre-eminent excellence 
of a formal method and of a general discipline of the intelli- 
gence. Once again, he seems very close to the Sophists, and 
with them he is linked to the dialectic of Zenon. The antilogy 
of the Sophists and the Socratic examination are varieties of 
the method of refutation, by which the opponent was involved 
in contradictions and so made to abandon his original thesis 
for the antithesis, then led, by further contradictions, to 
admit that the antithesis was likewise untenable, and finally 


1 Passages collected in II, 1062. 3 (French trans., ii, 471, 1). 
Cf, above, pp. 140-1. 
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left quite helpless. But, although the two processes are very 
much alike, as one sees in the Protagoras, for example, the 
resemblance is only external. Here, too, a revolution has 
taken place, for Socrates conceived this formal method quite 
differently from the Sophists, from whom he took the original 
idea of it. 

First of all, the method of the Sophists is erudite. To 
destroy tradition, it sets one tradition against another; while 
formal, it is encyclopaedic, but has acquired this quality 
cheaply thanks to mnemonics; whether semantic, gram- 
matical, or rhetorical, it is always verbal, never reflective. 
But Socrates’ method is above all things reflective, it condemns 
erudition by the very assertion of “‘ lack of knowledge,” and 
it liberates the conscience from all traditional authority—the 
chief charge which Aristophanes brings against Socrates. 
Secondly, whereas the formalism of the Sophists receives a 
content which varies with external circumstances, the method 
of Socrates, formal though it is, has a permanent content, 
which is the content of the consciousness itself, to which his 
method is a perpetual return—** Know thyself.’ This differ- 
ence brings with it another. Whereas the method of the 
Sophists aims at individual adaptation, by the tricks of 
antilogy, to contingent circumstances, Socrates, in analysing 
the content of the individual consciousness, clears it of every- 
thing individual and everything contingent; he seeks to 
extract from it what is universal and permanent, that on 
which there can be “ homology ’”’ or agreement of minds— 
in short, the intelligible. This is the object defined by his 
meditation on the old physics, the essence of things or their 
good ; for to reflect on oneself in order to know oneself is to 
try to discover in oneself the essence of man or his good. 

That was how the necessary object of his method came, as 
Aristotle says, to be confined to moral matters ; but in itself 
that object was really the essence, the ri éo7:. Having said 
this, we need not dwell further on the details of the Socratic 
method. Inquiry in common, dialogue, and love are, as we 
have seen, the conditions of it. To the processes of ‘‘ examina- 
tion” and of “ induction,” which extracts the universal 
notion from particular experiences, we must add others— 
the exact determination of the theme under examination, of 
the ‘‘ hypothesis ’’ from which the induction starts ; “‘ irony,”’ 
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not what we call irony, but a sly kind of ‘ dissimulation ” 
(eipwveta), which consists in asking questions under pretence 
of ignorance, in fact a simple application of “lack of know- 
ledge”; and lastly, perhaps, the “‘ midwifery” (uacevrixy) 
by which souls are brought to birth, if this is not an invention 
of Plato (Theaetetos), a symbol taken from the profession of 
Phaenarete. 

If the good of man is his essence, we see wherein the 
intellectualistic utilitarianism and eudaemonism of Socrates 
will consist. How could a man, knowing the good which is 
his good, wish, under the empire of his passions, for what is 
contrary to his good? The passionate man and the vicious 
man are men who do not know their good, who have not 
perceived the essence of man in themselves; ‘nobody is 
wicked willingly.”” Reciprocally, “‘ the virtues are branches of 
knowledge’; to know is to do. This basing of morals on 
logic has practical effects. If the object of moral reflection is 
to bring out the essential man, everything that belongs to his 
sensible, contingent environment must be removed, or at least 
placed on a subordinate plane, and one must be ready to 
sacrifice it when a higher end requires it. So we have the 
asceticism of Socrates, which recalls that of the Pythagoreans. 
Both Aristophanes and Plato depict it, but in the latter’s 
account it has a remarkably complex form. Now, the essential 
man is the Sage, the Wise Man, and it will be the aim of the 
post-Aristotelian schools, following the Socratic schools, to 
determine the nature of that ideal of humanity and the 
conditions of its realization. 

To sum up, we may fairly speak of a Socratic revolution, 
and in the sense in which we speak of a Cartesian revolution. 
In neither case was there a breach of continuity, a complete 
rupture and a spontaneous creation. Each thinker rebelled 
violently against the conditions amid which his mind had been 
formed, but each appropriated the existing forms of thought. 
Socrates made use of the Sophistic method to destroy the old 
physics and the Sophists’ own principles. It is none the less 
‘true that, even when understood thus, his work meant a 
complete reformation and the creation of a new world of 
thought. 


Cuapter III 
THE SPREAD OF THE SOCRATIC SPIRIT 


To some men Socrates seemed to offer an example of a new 
life, and of a new orientation of philosophical reflection. All 
these, except A‘schines, in the master’s lifetime or after his 
death, in schools which they already directed or in new schools, 
taught a rule of life and a doctrine which claimed to be based 
on the inspiration of Socrates. All, without exception, wrote 
free ‘‘ Socratic works,’ in which they put in their master’s 
mouth their personal interpretation of his thought. Tradition 
has established a curious order of rank among them, with 
Plato at their head, and all the others as ‘‘ the lesser Socratics.”’ 
Is this just ? A school owed its name to its site, the variety 
of subjects which it could teach, its material resources, and 
political circumstances as well as to the personal worth of its 
founder. Moreover, we have the whole of Plato’s works, while 
we know the others only by rare and small fragments, con- 
jectural traces, partial contemporary evidence which can 
never be identified with certainty, or later evidence in which 
their ideas may have been modified by their successors. 
Between them and Plato there is no common measure offered 
to the judgement of the historian. We should note in particular 
that, if we are to obtain a rough notion of their tendencies, we 
must follow the refraction of those tendencies in their successors 
and therefore widen the historical limits of our study, down to 
the middle of the IIIrd century and even beyond, until their 
schools are absorbed by more powerful schools. Nor can we, 
without engaging in a vicious circle, call these men “ semi- 
Socratics,’’ for the question is, what the thought of Socrates 
really was, and we cannot presuppose that Plato alone 
represents it, pure and complete. 


161 


162 HUMAN CULTURE 


I 
THE SCHOOLS OF ELIS AND ERETRIA 


Phaedon of Elis was probably not quite a young man at 
the death of Socrates.1 When the Socratic circle broke up, 
he returned to his city and gathered some disciples about 
him. His interpretation of the master’s doctrine may be 
guessed—no more—from a fragment of Timon the Sillo- 
grapher, in which he is connected with Eucleides and the 
Megarics (Frag. 28), and from the connection of his school 
with that of Eretria, whose doctrinal kinship with the Megarics 
is more certain. Menedemos of Eretria, who died about 270, 
and his friend Asclepiades studied first under Stilpon of 
Megara and then under the successors of Phaedon at Elis. 
Menedemos seems to have used a formidable power of dialectic 
and an extreme logical subtlety as a means of moral cultiva- 
tion. At least, the noble independence of his character and 
the dignity of his life, which earned him great personal 
authority in his time, made him an excellent example of the 
Wise Man, without the brutal features of the Cynics. Now, 
he certainly seems to have aimed at being a copy of Socrates. 
His example and words were his only methods and he taught 
in an unpedantic, free-and-easy way; anyone who wished 
might hear him, and whenever he wished. 


II 
THE SCHOOL OF MEGARA 


It is very hard to say exactly what the doctrine of 
Eucleides, the head of the School of Megara, was. That he 
was at first attached to the principles of Eleaticism is certain, 
but it is also certain that his ideas came under the influence 
of Socrates. The evidence of Plato, at the beginning of the 
Theaetetos, allows no doubt of it. If, too, Eucleides had not 
belonged to the Socratic group, would the Athenian disciples 


1 L. Parmentier, “ ze de Phédon d’Elis,” in Bull. de [ Association Bude, 
Jan., 1926, and my ed. of the Phaedon (Coll. Budé), pp. ix-xi. 
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have taken refuge with him when they fled the city after 
their master’s death? This fact at least proves that he 
already had a school. The Good, he is alleged to have said, 
is one, as virtue is one; but it is called by different names, 
sometimes ‘‘ prudence’ (¢povycis), sometimes “ thought ”’ 
(vows), sometimes God, or other such names, yet it is really 
one and unchangeable; outside it there 1s nothing real.} 
Does this mean that there is only one essence, that of the 
Good? If so, Eucleides is a pure Eleatic, as, indeed, has 
been said of the Megarics in general,* and is a Socratic only 
in that Being for him is the Good, a reality of a moral nature. 
But, if we consider the further doctrines of the school, another 
interpretation is possible: that the single Good is the being 
of every essence, so that each essence is in itself one and 
unchangeable, independent and excluding all the “ other” as 
a not-being, and capable of being known by thought alone. 
The oneness of the Good is no more incompatible with plurality 
of essences than the oneness of Being with plurality of atoms ; 
we have a logical atomism forming an antithesis and pendant 
to the material atomism into which the Being of the Eleatics 
was broken up. In spite of what critics have recently said, 
it must be against the dialectical method of splitting-up 
practised by these Eleatizing Socratics, the “friends of 
Ideas’ who are at war with materialism, that Plato, com- 
promising as a friend should, defends the legitimacy of the 
relation of essences in judgement, as well as the reality of the 
Other and Not-being (Sophist, 246 b, 248 a; cf. 252 a). It 
was an answer to the objections of Parmenides (that is, of 
Kucleides) to the Platonic Ideas in the Parmenides. 
Eucleides, it is said,? abandoned the inductive dialectic of 
Socrates, based on examples; one should attack, not the 
opponent’s premisses, but his conclusions. So he probably 
argued, like Zenon, by reduciio ad absurdum. And he probably 
practised this dialectical method, which earned his school an 
inconvenient popularity, although it is chiefly ascribed to his 
second successor Eubulides, the stubborn opponent of Aristotle, 
and to Alexinos, who combated Zenon the Stoic. Yet the 
supposed sophisms of the Megarics seem to have been only 
comic ways of proving by absurdity the two parts of their 


1 Diog. Laért., ii. 106; Cic., Acad., ii. 42. 129. 2 Aristocles, XIV, 290. 
8 Diog. Laért., ii. 107. | 
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thesis. Some, such as the “ Man in Disguise,”’ the “ Liar,”’ 
the ‘“‘ Electra,’ and the “‘ Horned Man,” aim at showing that 
common knowledge confounds in a false universality notions 
which are distinct, that is, essences each of which has its 
individuality and none of which is ambiguous. If, for ex- 
ample, you say, truly, that you lie, you must lie when you 
speak the truth. The other sophisms, of which the “ Heap ”’ 
(soros) is the type, consist in showing, inversely, that common 
knowledge distinguishes between terms arbitrarily, for instance, 
between ‘‘ much ”’ and “‘ little,’’ which are seen to be indis- 
tinguishable when they are replaced in the continuity of 
becoming, with the infinite number of intermediaries which 
may be inserted between them. A grain of corn, you say, is 
the contrary of a heap of corn, and two grains, or three 
grains, do not make a heap. Then, when do they begin to 
be a heap? And, whatever the number chosen may be, how 
can you start the heap by adding one grain? Take the 
argument the other way round, and subtract instead of 
adding ; then you have the “ Bald Man.” That, in general, 
is the essential form of an argument of which the Neo- 
Academicians made great use in their war on Stoic dogmatism ; 
from the first example cited, it is called the “‘ sorites.”’ 

In the eyes of the ancients, the prince of dialectic was a 
young contemporary of Aristotle, the famous Diodoros, whose 
enigmatic surname, Cronos, had already been borne by his 
master Apollonios of Cyrene, a disciple of Eubulides. All his 
arguments, the substance of which, often attacked by 
Aristotle, doubtless belonged to the school before him, aimed 
at proving the unintelligibility of empirtcal knowledge. There 
is no movement as such; there are only limits of movement, 
marked by the positions of the moving thing. There is no 
becoming; there are only present states. There is no 
possibility, but only that which has already come about, 
or which must of necessity do so. The famous instance of 
the Master (o xupievwv) showed the absurdities to which the 
common notion of possibility led. Every essence contains in 
the necessity of its being its whole future, which is really 
only its eternal present. That future is neither contingent 
nor subject to outside conditions, for that which conditions 
and that which is conditioned are merely two aspects of one 
same necessity. Philon, a disciple of Diodoros, afterwards 
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softened down this doctrine. But for the uncompromising 
necessitarianism of a thinker like Diodoros there is no 
‘“‘perhaps’”’ and there is no ‘if.’ This is the point of the 
example of the “ Reaper.’ It is inevitable that you will 
reap or that you will not reap; it cannot be one or the 
other; therefore you will of absolute necessity do either one 
or the other, whatever happens. The “ inactive argument ” 
(apyos Aoyos), which was to enjoy such success later, is 
already there, all complete. In short, the real is governed 
by the logical necessity of the principle of contradiction ; 
empirical individuality, with its undetermined potentialities 
and its development, gives place to a plurality of essences 
each of which is a complete, water-tight universe, which from 
all eternity has been all that it ever will be. 

These essences of the Megarics are not kinds, like the Ideas 
of Plato. This fact enables one to understand the out-and-out 
nominalism of another equally famous dialectician, Stilpon 
of Megara, among whose pupils were Menedemos, Zenon (the 
founder of the Porch), and Timon the Sceptic. In his view 
there are no common names, but every indivisible intuition of 
an essence should receive one denominative sign of some kind. 
Also, if every logical moment of an essence is, with the essence, 
independent, the liberty of the Wise Man, his “ imperturb- 
ability,’’ his “‘ impassibility,”’ are assured. All that is outside 
his essence as a Wise Man is pure not-being, which cannot in 
any circumstances act on his essence. 


Ill 
THE Cynic ScHOOL 


The use of logical speculation for moral ends, so apparent 
in Stilpon, is also characteristic of the Cynics, whose re- 
semblance to the Megarics is more complete than is often 
allowed. But what this new school shows more obviously is 
an adaptation of the methods of the Sophists to the spirit of 
Socraticism. Its founder Antisthenes, the son of an Athenian 
and a Thracian slave-woman, probably rather older than 
1 It is qos by Lucian (Auction of Sects, 22) together with the ‘‘ Master ” 

25 


and other Megaric arguments, so it probably belongs to the school. Cf. Diog. 
Laért., vii. 
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Plato, belonged to Sophist circles and is said to have been a 
pupil of Gorgias before he entered the circle of Socrates. 
After Socrates’ death, he opened a school in a gymnasium at 
the Cynosarges (the Swift Dog). This was the origin of the 
name ‘‘ Dogs,’’ or Cynics, by which the followers of the school 
recalled its first site, and at the same time symbolized their 
cantankerous moral vigilance, always on the bark, and, in 
some measure, the very nature of their life. Of the very 
copious literary output of Antisthenes—discourses in the 
manner of the Sophists on themes taken from the poets and 
Socratic dialogues, all much admired by the ancients—hardly 
anything has been saved which is certainly authentic. Apart 
from tradition and some statements of Aristotle, almost all 
that one can say about early Cynicism is based on inductions— 
on the interpretation of certain passages in Plato, which are 
supposed to contain allusions to Antisthenes and indications 
of their rivalry, or of Xenophon, who makes him one of the 
characters in his Symposium and is alleged to show signs of 
his influence. 

The successor of Antisthenes was Diogenes of Sinope, who 
was celebrated for his eccentricities and his witty sayings. 
Crates of Thebes, a contemporary of Stilpon and Menedemos 
and one of the teachers of Zenon, wrote verse parodies, 
fragments of which survive, in which he defended the Cynic’s 
life. With his wife Hipparchia and her brother Metrocles, he 
affords a characteristic example of the way in which the 
school conducted its propaganda. It sought to make converts, 
and conversion meant renouncing worldly goods and social 
position. The austerity of the Cynic life must also, as we see 
in Diodoros of Aspendos (end of the IVth century), have been 
easily reconciled with the Pythagorean rule. In the I[lIrd 
century the school, now very flourishing, shows its Sophistic 
tendency more and more markedly. Bion of the Borysthenes, 
Menippos, who had such influence, Cercidas, whom we know 
from a papyrus, and Teles wandered from town to town in 
their short cloaks (7pi8wv), carrying the staff and wallet of the 
beggar. They uttered speeches, ingenious in construction and 
popular in language, which permanently established a new 
form of composition, which enjoyed its greatest success in the 
time of the Roman Empire—the “‘ diatribe,” or lecture in 
dialogue form, based on the fiction of constant intervention by 
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the hearer. These speeches seem to have been full of colour and 
packed with edifying anecdotes (ypeia:), parallels, and moral 
fables, at the same time preaching morality and popularizing 
philosophical themes in brilliant fashion. The old show- 
speech became a sermon, and these Cynics, whom one may 
fairly call, with Zeller, ‘‘ the Capuchins of antiquity,” at the 
same time effected a particular specialization of the Sophistic 
method. This Sophistic stylization of Cynicism is revealed to 
us in the very varied work of the man who, shortly after the 
revival of Pythagoreanism, about the end of the Ist century 
after Christ, took up the Cynic tradition once more—the 
rhetor of Prusa, Dion ‘ Gold-mouth ”’ (Chrysostom). If the 
personality and ideas of the Cynics of this later time— 
Demetrios, the friend of Seneca, QO!nomaos, Demonax, 
Peregrinus—so interest the lively intelligence of Lucian of 
Samosata, does that not show that they attracted much 
attention among the cultivated public ? Indeed, their sermons 
and their rather charlatanish asceticism may have had some 
influence on Christian thought and life in the first centuries. 
There were representatives of their spirit even in the [Vth 
century, and the Emperor Julian wrote against the Cynics of 
his day. 

To return to early Cynicism, it seems that the logical 
doctrine of Antisthenes! was before all a search for the 
proper essence of each thing. But that essence is not something 
universal, and Antisthenes’ hostility to the notion of Plato, 
whom he ridiculed in his Sathon (the title is a pun), has re- 
mained famous. ‘“‘I see a horse, all right,’ he said, “‘ but I 
don’t see horsiness.’’ For him as for the Megarics, an essence 
is an indivisible and therefore individual reality, and is wholly 
expressed by a singular noun, by its proper name; so “ the 
beginning of all instruction is the study of names.” In 
consequence of this strict, and therefore immoderate, nom- 
inalism, definition, in its ordinary sense of general definition, 
is nothing but “‘ stammering’’ and “ drivelling”’; all that 
one can do, is to give an image of the thing by comparing it 
with another thing. Of course, the indivisible intuition which 
apprehends the essence of a thing cannot be empirical intuition,? 


1 The chief evidence will be found assembled in XIV, 286 ff. 

2 Our least uncertain data are hard to reconcile with the materialism which 
some would ascribe to Antisthenes in virtue of Soph., 246 a-247 6 and Theaet., 
156 e (cf IM, 296-301), and which is supposed to be the source of that of the Stoics, 
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which is merely an opinion which distinguishes parts in the 
thing for convenience, a vain ‘“‘ smoke,” in the words of 
Monimos, a disciple of Diogenes. That being so, attribution 
and judgement are impossible, in so far as they would consist 
in putting into one essence, the subject “‘ man,” for example, a 
totally distinct essence, such as the attribute ‘‘ white "’ ; man 
is man and white is white—that is the truth. In expressing 
a thing which is, a notion also expresses the absolute 
truth. Hence it follows that when one confines oneself to 
naming an essence there is no possibility of contradiction or 
error. This complete negation of relation leads straight to 
utter contempt for knowledge, in so far as it claims to express 
the true in a system of relations. We need know only so much 
as we must know in order to live. One can understand that 
pragmatism like this, which used the logical consideration of 
the essence to deny knowledge, reflecting Socrates through the 
nihilistic Eleaticism of Gorgias, was regarded by Plato and 
Aristotle as a monstrous distortion of the philosophy of the 
concept. 

This paradoxical logic is none the less the foundation of 
ethics. From the indivisibility and unchangeableness of 
essence the Cynics deduce that virtue is one, to be possessed 
wholly or not at all, and unfailing, so that a Wise Man never 
sins. It resides in intelligence, which is our surest rampart, 
and, if it can be taught, it is not done by a “ protreptic ”’ of 
discussion, a dialectical exhortation without efficacity, like 
Platu’s, but by practice, which gives us the intuitive vision 
of the good. For the good of man is that which is proper 
to his essence, and evil is what is foreign to it. That is the 
secret of the happiness of the “ Sage’’ or “ Wise Man” and 
his independence, and the secret of the misery of the “ fool ”’ 
and his servitude. Only the former has seen what is his and 
what is not; ‘“‘to live in company with yourself,” that is 
philosophy (Diog. Laért., vi. 6). Outside the good of virtue 
and the evil of vice, everything else—honours, good repute, 
wealth, life, and their opposites—is distinguishable only in 
the eyes of the fool, the dupe of opinion. Really all this is 
** indifferent,’’ vain ‘“‘ smoke’’ (rig¢os), which does not get 
into the head of the Wise Man (dvudia). The worst folly is 
to seek the pleasures of sense, and, above all, love. The 
cure for love is fasting and time, and then, if they do no 
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good, a cord to strangle yourself. ‘If I met Aphrodite,” 
said Antisthenes, “‘ I should throttle her with my own hands.”’ 
True joy lies in effort (wovos) and exercise (aoxyois), the 
physical and moral training by which one “ delivers oneself ”’ 
from the bondage of passion and external circumstances. So 
the Cynics took Heracles as their patron. Their life was an 
application of these principles. What they wanted to realize 
by their “ asceticism ’’ was the man of nature, that is, the 
real man, and for him Diogenes went seeking everywhere. So 
they adopted for their own purposes the distinction between 
“nature ’’ and ‘‘ convention.” Family, city, political rights 
are merely artificial; the Wise Man is a “‘ citizen of the 
world’ (xocpomoXtrys). So, too, the gods are creations of 
law, whereas, by nature, godhead is one. In the myths one 
should look only for moral symbols.? 


IV 
THE SCHOOL OF CYRENE 


The relationship of this last group to Socratic thought is 
a difficult and interesting question. The founder, Aristippos 
of Cyrene, seems to have practised the profession of Sophist 
before he joined the Socratic circle. There can be no doubt 
that he belonged to it ; he is, for example, one of those whose 
absence on Socrates’ last day surprises the interlocutor of 
Phaedon. His absence seems to have been as justifiable as 
that of Plato himself, and we need not consider the adverse 
explanations which were afterwards invented, in view of the 
moral doctrine of Aristippos. So, too, all that has been told 
of his servility to the two Dionysioses, the Sicilian tyrants, is 
probably only a fable intended to contrast his attitude with 
Plato’s. It seems that his daughter Arete succeeded him in 
the direction of the school, and that her son, Aristippos 
Metrodidaktos (Taught-by-his-Mother) was the first to teach 
the doctrine of pleasure which tradition ascribes to his grand- 
father. Certainly we have, against the tradition, the fact 
that when Aristotle is discussing a doctrine of the kind, in 
the Nicomachean Ethics (x. 2), he refers to Eudoxos of Cnidos, 


1 Chief texts in ZIV, nn. 279-85. 
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and does not even mention the elder Aristippos. The later 
history of the school is equally obscure. It seems to have split 
up. Hegesias, who by his sermon on the evils of life earned 
the surname of ‘‘ Recommender of Death” (Ileo:@avaros), and 
Anniceris seem to have attached themselves to a disciple 
of the elder Aristippos, named Antipatros, while Theodoros 
of Cyrene, the Atheist, succeeded Aristippos the younger. 
Diogenes Laértios speaks of Theodoreans, Hegesiacs, and 
Annicereans. Theodoros, driven from Cyrene by a democratic 
revolution, lived first at the court of Ptolemy Soter and then 
with Demetrios of Phaleron in Athens, before returning to 
his country. These three philosophers belong to the end of 
the IVth century and the beginning of the next. 

Like the Cynics, the Cyrenaics disdained purely speculative 
knowledge, as being far inferior to the manual crafts, in that 
it teaches us nothing of what is better or worse. Aristippos, 
says Aristotle,1 is one of the ‘“‘ Sophists’’ who think thus. 
Nor could anything be more in accordance with the spirit of 
Protagoras than this opposition of a knowledge of “ values ”’ 
to that which speculates abstractly or tries to reach the real. 
Logic and physics are valuable only as means with a view to 
ethics, by which we are taught what is good or bad for us 
(for example, to fear or not to fear the gods and death), and, 
by means of a study of our “ affections ’’ and “ actions,’’ that 
is, of our impressions and reactions, can distinguish what is 
“to be sought and what to be avoided.”* Do these ideas, 
which will be found again in Epicuros, belong only to later 
Cyrenaicism ? It was in this later time, towards the end of 
the IVth century, that Epicuros began to teach in Athens ; 
but in any case the question of priority is insoluble. But 
the fact remains that, in relation with these ideas, under the 
influence of the relativism of Protagoras and Democritos or 
their pupils, the Cyrenaics taught that there is nothing true 
but the inward feeling of pleasure and pain. That is all that 
we can know—namely, what things appear to us to be, not 
what they are. We are “shut off from the outside, as in a 
besieged city.’’ What I perceive, I become ; I become the 
sweetness of honey, but I do not apprehend it in itself outside 
me. Every judgement about the external reality of a thing is 


1 Metaph., B. 2, 996 a 32 ff.; cf. M. 3, 1078 a 33. 
2 Seneca, Hpvat., Ixxxix. 12; Sextus, Math., vii. 11; Diog. Laért., ii, 92. 
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necessarily disputable, whereas the phenomenon, the subjective 
appearance, 1s indisputable. Moreover, do we even know 
that it results from some external cause? The only thing 
underlying our personal, contingent affections is the common 
name by which, among men, we designate them.! This is a 
sensualistic nominalism, very different from that of the 
Megarics and Cynics. At least the foundation of this sub- 
jectivistic theory seems to belong to early or middle Cyrenai- 
cism. Indeed, it may be to those Cyrenaics, who, as we 
shall see, gave a large place to movement in their theory, 
that we should refer the much discussed passage in the 
Theaetetos mentioned above, which does not seem applicable 
to Protagoras himself.? 

On this foundation their moral theory is based ;? the 
personal subjective impression is the criterion of the value of 
our ends and the rule of our action. Now, this ‘ affection ”’ 
(za0oc) is a movement; if it is gentle, the impression is 
agreeable, if rough or violent, disagreeable, if too weak, nil. 
Movement is, therefore, the under side of a phenomenon, as 
is set forth in the Theaetetos, while sensation is the upper side. 
At least, the sovereign good can only reside in pleasure ; 
pleasure is the measure of all other values. Therefore, what 
does not give me pleasure is neither good nor bad; it is an 
‘indifferent ’’ thing, with regard to which I am as if asleep 
or dead. Consequently, too, since the object of pleasure, 
such as wealth or good cheer, is only the external occasion 
of pleasure, that object is in itself an indifferent thing. 
“Convention” and prejudice make distinctions between 
these objects and impose limits on them, none of which 
is acknowledged by nature. ‘‘ Wealth,’ said Aristippos, “* is 
not like a shoe, which you cannot use because it is too big.”’ 
Everything agreeable is equally good, and made to be enjoyed, 
as much and as long as you do enjoy it; let us have no false 
shame about it! It was doubtless from particularly free 
expressions of this anarchic individualism that Theodoros 
earned his reputation for shameless audacity. Of course 
this pleasure cannot be anything general; it is personal and 
‘* confined to the single instant ”’ during which it is experienced. 


_ _} Cic., Acad., ii. 7. 20, 24. 76, 46. 142; Plut., Against Colotes, 24; Aristocles, 
: Eus., Praep. Hv., xiv. 19.1; Sextus, Math., vii. 191-200 (cf. Pyrrh., i. 215); Diog. 
aért,, ii. 93. 


2 155 e-157 c. Cf. above, p. 146. 8 Cf. XIV, nn. 266-71. 


172 HUMAN CULTURE 


A past or future pleasure is nothing real; it is a movement 
which is no longer or is not yet. Concentrated on his present, 
the Wise Man gathers enjoyment whenever and however 
it comes ; that is always in his power. The objective con- 
ditions of enjoyment are outside him and have no relation to 
him, and it is his independence with regard to them which 
makes his liberty. ‘* I possess,’’ Aristippos said with reference 
to his relations with the lovely Lais, “ I am not possessed.”’ 
Why grow passionate ? You only change a gentle movement 
into a violent movement, and therefore a painful one. Always 
equal to circumstances, the Wise Man endeavours to rule 
them, instead of letting them rule him.! He is as much at 
ease in rags as in purple ; sometimes he flatters the powerful, 
but he can also defy them on occasion, as we are told of 
Theodoros. Seen from outside, and with reference to social 
prejudices or imaginary distinctions, his conduct may appear 
scandalous or contradictory ; inside, he is always consistent 
with himself and in accordance with nature. In fact, his 
paraded hedonism is often very close to the asceticism of the 
Cynic, but is based on other principles.” 

We must make no mistake: what Cyrenaic hedonism 
teaches is not mere complaisant obedience to instinct. On 
the contrary, thought is what justifies enjoyment and liberates 
it from the external object or circumstances. What is more, 
in the view of Theodoros, with regard to the tranquil “ joy ”’ 
of the Wise Man, defined by the reflective intelligence, pleasure 
is merely an indifferent thing sought by fools. If Hegesias is 
a pessimist, it is only because he thinks that any calculation 
capable of bringing about a pleasure free of all pain is fore- 
doomed to failure. Anniceris, on the other hand, is an in- 
consequent eclectic, who smooths down corners and modifies 
paradoxes. So the path is opened to the Epicurean restoration 
of Cyrenaicism on new bases. 

The Cyrenaic is a citizen of the world like the Cynic, and, 
like him, a free thinker. The surname of Theodoros, as with 
all the other philosophers who appear on the traditional lists 

s “ Atheists,” means nothing more than a critical attitude 


1 Horace, Epist., i. 17. 23 ff. “ Aristippum .. . fere praesentibus aequum” 
18 ff. “ Nune in Aristipp furtim praecepla relabor ef mihi res, NON me pbis. 
pares conor.’ 
2 Bion of the Borysthenes, the Cynic, i is said to have lived for a long time with 
Theodoros the Atheist. 
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towards the popular religion, not negation of the divine. 
There is therefore probably no very serious ground for attach- 
ing to the Cyrenaic school the famous Euhemeros (beginning 
of the IIIrd century), whose Sacred History, which was trans- 
lated by Ennius and survives in some fragments, was the 
breviary of unbelieving pagans and later of the Christian 
opponents of paganism. 

While the philosophers whom we have been discussing are 
in many respects very close to the Sophists, they all show a 
tendency quite foreign to the Sophists ; they would give the 
individual a superiority placing him above everything con- 
tingent and truly emancipating him. Moreover, the influence 
of the East, which had hitherto always been counterbalanced 
in the mind of the Greek by his rationalistic bent, appears 
crudely in the thought of Antisthenes, the son of the Thracian 
slave-woman, and Aristippos, the Greek of Africa. These 
forerunners of the Sceptics, the Stoics, and the Epicureans 
are already Hellenistic. All, too, are, in intention, prophets 
of Socraticism. If we compare their pictures of the master 
with Plato’s, we do not see any contradiction. But they 
reflect one single aspect of a figure whose disconcerting 
complexity was made up of contrasts which balanced one 
another. They exaggerated one aspect at the expense of the 
rest—the Megarics, his subtlety in argument, the Cynics, his 
ascetic austerity, the Cyrenaics, his approval of free indulgence 
in pleasures provided that you can give them up if need 
be. But all have the same end in view—to be a man, or, 
what is the same thing, to depend on oneself alone. Now, 
this practical end, in spite of appearances to the contrary, is 
also, as we shall see, that of Plato. 


CHapTeR IV 
First Part—PLATO 
I 
His LiFe 


PxLato belonged to an aristocratic family, claiming, on his 
father’s side, to be of the royal blood of Codros, and on his 
mother’s being indirectly connected with Solon. Several of 
his near kin, Critias, Charmides, were, as we have seen, 
among the heads of the oligarchical party, which Sparta 
supported. Plato was probably born about 428-427. During 
his ephebeia he may have taken part in some military ex- 
peditions ; when it was ended he became the pupil of the 
Heracleitean Cratylos, and then, about his twentieth year, 
began to resort to Socrates. If we can believe Epistle VIT } 
(324 b ff.), he had political ambitions very early. Probably, 
therefore, like so many other young men of his rank, like 
Critias and Charmides before him, or his elder brothers 
Adeimantos and Glaucon, he came to the apostle as a curious 
dilettante. But he very soon attached himself to him 
seriously, chiefly, perhaps, because he found in his talk the 
conception of a statesmanship governed by justice. Hence- 
forward it was as a philosopher that he awaited the moment 
to take part in public affairs. The moment seemed to have 
come when, in 404, the capture of Athens by Lysander 
gave the power to the aristocracy. Critias was one of the 
thirty supreme Archons, Charmides was one of the ten 
Archons of the Peirweus, and Plato himself seems to have 
been given duties suited to his years. But he was soon 
disillusioned ; it was not thus that he had imagined the 
government of “the best men.’’ He doubtless broke with 


1 Its authenticity, and that of VIII, are generally admitted. 
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the party before the revolution which restored democracy in 
401. Presently the condemnation of Socrates, an episode in 
a time of vengeance, destroyed all his hopes of a political 
regeneration of his country on the bases of its traditional 
social organization. 

After a sojourn at Megara, which used to be wrongly 
regarded as a turning-point in his life, he seems, contrary to 
tradition, to have settled permanently in Athens and to have 
assumed a position there as a philosopher, perhaps even as 
the head of a school. A voyage, which does not seem to have 
lasted more than two or three years, took him first to Egypt, 
of which country his writings seem to show personal know- 
ledge, then to Cyrene, not far away, where he is said to have 
associated with the mathematician Theodoros, one of the 
characters in the Theaetetos, then to Great Greece, doubtless 
with the object of learning more about the doctrines of the 
Pythagoreans and especially of seeing a government of 
philosophers at work where it still existed, for example under 
Archytas at Taras, and lastly, in 388 for the first time, accord- 
ing to Epistle VII, to Syracuse, where he may have hoped to 
inculcate in the reigning prince, Dionysios the Elder, ideas 
about the right place of philosophers in the State such as are 
set forth in the Vth Book of the Republic. The voyage had 
an unfortunate ending. The admiration inspired by Plato 
in young Dion, the tyrant’s brother-m-law and son-in-law, 
whose energy was regarded with suspicion, the political 
theories of the philosopher, his protests against the dissolute 
life of the Court, all very soon made him intolerable to 
Dionysios and his friends. He was placed on a Spartan ship, 
which set him ashore at Adgina, an ally of Sparta against 
Athens. As a prisoner of war, it is said that he might have 
been put to death, under a recent decree of the A¢ginetans, 
but they were content to hold him to ransom. The sum was 
paid by a citizen of Cyrene, whom he had doubtless known in 
that city, and he was at last able to return to Athens. 

Shortly after this, about 887, Plato founded his school or, 
more probably, established it at his own expense on a beautiful 
piece of ground, planted with trees and watered by springs, 
with a gymnasium standing in the middle. This was the park 
of the hero Academos, on the Eleusis road, not far from the 
Cephisos and the renowned village of Colonos. Whatever his 
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activity as a teacher and a writer might thenceforward be, 
the hope of making the City of Justice a reality never seems to 
have left his mind. 

He had kept up relations with Dion, and when, at the 
beginning of 867, the elder Dionysios died and was succeeded 
by his nephew, the second Dionysios, Plato readily allowed 
Dion to persuade him that the new tyrant, being still quite 
young, would be the willing instrument of their designs. He 
therefore sailed for Sicily in 867-366. But his second venture 
was no more successful than the first. Dionysios soon proved 
to Plato and Dion that they laboured under illusions. He 
banished Dion, whose secret policy he had discovered, and 
established Plato permanently in his palace, surrounding him 
with jealous and fussy consideration. At last, being obliged 
to go to war, he restored him to liberty. In Athens, Plato 
met Dion, in whose favour he had obtained the most binding 
promises from the tyrant. But Dionysios kept putting off 
their fulfilment, and finally made the return of Plato to 
Syracuse a condition. In spite of his age and the obvious risk, 
the philosopher decided, for the sake of his friend, to make 
the voyage again (361). The duplicity of Dionysios was very 
soon apparent ; Plato had to fear for his life, and it was only 
through the energetic intervention of Archytas, in the name 
of the Tarentines, that he escaped from the adventure without 
harm. The fruitlessness, so far as his political plans were con- 
cerned, of Dion’s campaign against Dionysios in 857-356 and 
the murder of Dion after four years of difficulties and disorders, 
removing the man in whom he seemed to have found the 
perfect disciple of his philosophy and the only one capable of 
achieving its ultimate object, must have helped to sadden the 
last years of Plato. But age had not weakened his mighty 
spirit. Huis activity as a writer may perhaps have slackened, 
but as a teacher he did not cease, by oral teaching, to enrich 
his doctrine with new developments and to organize it more 
systematically. Nor had he completely given up writing; he 
was finishing the Laws when death took him suddenly, in his 
eighty-first year (847-346). 
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Il 
His WRITINGS 


By a rare and fortunate exception, Plato is known to us 
by the whole of his written works. It is very probable that 
the Philosopher and Hermocrates, which were to form pendants, 
one to the Sophist and Statesman and the other to the Timaeos 
and Critias, were never more than planned. The book of 
Divisions, of which Aristotle speaks several times, was doubt- 
less not so much a work, properly so called, as a kind of school 
vocabulary of technical terms.!. The problem is rather, 
whether all the writings in our collection are really Plato’s. 
It is, no doubt, probable that at an early date, in the libraries 
and even in that of the Academy, men introduced among the 
writings of Plato works emanating from his circle, or works in 
which some fashionable subject was treated in the form of a 
Platonic dialogue. Thus, in the catalogues of erudite writers, 
such as Aristophanes of Byzantion or Thrasyllos, to the latter 
of whom the traditional arrangement in tetralogies is due, we 
find works whose authenticity was already questioned by the 
ancients—for instance, the Epinomis (or Appendiz to the Laws), 
which was generally attributed to Philip of Opus, the editor 
of the Laws. The Aviochos, Eyrxias, and other works were 
also suspected. The Definitions were ascribed to Speusippos. 
The alleged doubts of Panaetios on the authenticity of the 
Phaedon seem to refer not to the work, but to its main thesis. 
On the other hand, the ancients had no doubts of the Theages 
or the Cleitophon or the Minos, which everybody to-day 
regards as apocryphal.? About others, critics are still divided 
—the two Alcibiades, Hippias Major, and the Letters. We 
are a long way from the hypercritical days when Schaar- 
schmidt (1866) managed to reject twenty-seven dialogues of the 
thirty-six which form our collection. The Parmenides, Sophist, 
Statesman, and Philebos, for example, were condemned. A 
dialogue would be excluded because it did not agree with the 
idea which the critic had already formed of Plato’s system or 

1 IM, 437, 3 


2 See CV, 34-45, Cf. S. Reinach, ‘‘ Panaitios critique,” in Rev. de Phil., 
1916, 201-9. 


3 Cf. Ernst Howald’s introduction to his edition of the Letters, Zurich, 1923. 
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of the development of his thought. By making use of objective 
criteria, such as the allusions of Aristotle (which, however, are 
not always equally explicit) or considerations of language, it 
has been possible to treat these fantasies as they deserve. 

For long an attempt has been made to arrange the dialogues 
in the right order. In doing this, the ancient critics chiefly 
considered the form of the dialogue or the nature of the subject 
discussed. Modern critics have taken the problem in another 
way, endeavouring to find, in Plato’s writings, the develop- 
ment of his thought, whether, like Schlelermacher (1804), they 
sought its logical unity, or, less arbitrarily, like K. F. Hermann 
(1839), saw a real historical evolution in them. Hermann shed 
considerable light on the path to be followed : to understand 
Plato in his writings, we must arrange them in order of 
composition. It is impossible here to follow all the complicated 
details of the inquiries undertaken with this object. Some 
critics have devoted themselves to the study of the content 
of the dialogues, either in order to follow the progress of a 
particular theory, or to discover allusions to contemporary 
facts or persons. But, interesting though these investigations 
are, it is evident that they require great caution and are 
exposed to great risks of subjective interpretation. For 
example, the same passages in the Euthydemos and Phaedros 
have given rise to entirely opposite views on the relations of 
Isocrates and Plato. The meaning of historical allusions is 
equally uncertain. Plato’s anachronistic habit of referring 
to events later than the time of Socrates and his interlocutors 
would, no doubt, enable us to establish the earliest date at 
which a dialogue can have been written, if we were sure that 
we made no mistake about the event, which is sometimes 
mentioned very enigmatically. There is agreement about 
hardly one of these anachronisms. Moreover, our knowledge 
of what was happening in Athens at the time is very frag- 
mentary ; we are always in danger of considering one single 
fact and neglecting many others, known or unknown. 

A method calculated to give more certain results is that 
inaugurated by Lewis Campbell in Scotland (1867) and by 
Blass and Dittenberger in Germany (1874, 1881)—the stylistic 
method. The language of a writer never remains quite the 
same from one end of his literary career to the other. Now 
Plato’s literary career covers about fifty years. It may there- 
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fore be presumed that his language developed as he grew 
older, in accordance with the demands of fashion and the need 
for establishing a philosophic vocabulary. A particle or an 
expression which is exclusively used in certain dialogues 
is constantly replaced by a synonym in others. In some 
cases he seems to be more especially concerned than in others 
with the rhythm of the sentence and the avoidance of hiatus, 
as was required by the new rhetoric. Simultaneously, his 
language is affected and his terminology becomes more 
technical. By the presence or absence of these characteristics 
we can group the dialogues. Now, there is one indisputable 
example of Plato’s latest style, the Laws. Therefore the 
dialogues most resembling the Laws in style may be referred 
to his old age, and those lacking that resemblance to his 
youth. Those which combine the characteristics of both groups 
will form an intermediate class.1 This method, which leaves 
little room for subjective interpretations and allows of many 
varieties of experiment, supplies the necessary check for the 
results obtained by the others. 

So, although divergences about the historical order of 
Plato’s dialogues are not abolished, they have been very much 
reduced. The beginning and end of the first group are still 
disputed. Did Plato write before the death of Socrates, and 
what dialogues ?# Does the Gorgias come at the end of the 
first group, or does it belong to the author’s maturity ? 3 
Nor is there agreement about the position of certain dialogues 
within the first two groups. But over the constitution of the 
group of his old age there is almost complete agreement, and 
this is an important fact. 

The dialogues of his youth are: (i) those which defend the 
memory of Socrates, the Apology, the Criton, and, later, to state 
the Master’s religious position more precisely, the Euthyphron ; 
(11) “* Socratic works ’’ which are, in various degrees, dialogues 
of negative ‘“‘ protreptic,” witty satires or burning exhortations, 
which show an increasing mastery of dialectic and also 
philosophic detachment, the Protagoras, Ion, two Hippiases (or 


1 CVOI, a very complete account of the question. But does the method allow, 
as the author thinks, of mathematical strictness, and can it become a “ stylometry.” 
It is very unlikely. 

? OXH, i. 131, 153, regards the Jon, Hippias Minor, and Protagoras as prior to 
the death of Socrates. 

8 Ibid., i. 234—7, ii. 100-5, places it before Plato’s voyages and before the 
pamphlet of Polycrates. The opposite view is maintained by XI, ii. 336, 343-4. 
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Minor only, if Major is apocryphal), Laches, Charmides, perhaps 
Lysis, which some critics place near the Symposium, Book I of 
the Republic, and lastly, before his travels, the Gorgias. 

To his maturity one may ascribe the Menezenos, after 886, 
a kind of manifesto of his return, in which Plato takes up his 
position against the rhetors on their own ground; then the 
Menon, Euthydemos, and Cratylos and the complementary 
Symposium and Phaedon; then the Republic, the first book 
of which had already appeared, as has been said, while the 
last book may perhaps have followed the harmonious whole 
formed by the three divisions II-IV, V-VII, VII-IX; and 
Jastly the Phaedros, which was long regarded as a youthful 
work, but is rather an episode in the polemic waged by the 
philosopher of the Academy against the rhetorical schools, 
and the Theaetetos and Parmenides. 

The second journey to Sicily and the negotiations over 
Dion doubtless interrupted Plato’s literary activity, and the 
first work of his old age, the Sophist, completed by the States- 
man, probably came some little time after the Theaetetos, with 
which it is connected. Then come the unfinished Critvas and 
the Timaeos, and then the Philebos, which, if it is a criticism 
of the hedonism of Eudoxos, may have been written on the 
occasion of the latter’s death, about 354. The twelve books 
of the Laws, the only work of Plato in which Socrates does not 
appear at all, must therefore have come fairly long afterwards. 


III 
TENDENCIES OF HIS YOUTH 


The dialogues of Plato’s youth were for a long time called 
‘* Socratic.” For, to a great extent, Socrates is doubly their 
hero, since some are a protest against his condemnation and 
depict, in his likeness, the ideal figure of a philosopher, and the 
others are given as an illustration of his method. These latter 
treat of a moral quality—courage in the Laches, moral wisdom 
(cwdporvwn) in the Charmides, the beautiful, in its widest 
acceptation, in the Hippias Major, the knowledge of truth 
in relation to action in the Hippias Minor, justice in Book I 
of the Republic, and obedience to the law or holiness in the 
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Criton and Euthyphron, which are, however, works of an 
apologetic nature. 

The Hippias Minor may be taken as an example. Hippias 
has just given a public lecture on Homer. Which is more 
worthy, Socrates asks him, Achilles or Odysseus ? According 
to the poet, says Hippias, Achilles is, since he is sincere and 
truthful, whereas Odysseus is crafty and a liar. But surely 
to be crafty is to be intelligent and resourceful in respect of 
that which is the object of your craftiness. Therefore a crafty 
man or a liar is one who, knowing what he should say or do, 
prefers at a certain moment not to say it or not to doit. A 
man who is expert in the art of arithmetic is better than one 
who is ignorant of that art; for, whereas the latter may, by 
his very ignorance, happen to tell the truth in a matter of 
arithmetic, the former can always, in virtue of his very 
knowledge, answer falsely, willingly and knowing what he is 
about. Therefore there is no difference between Achilles and 
Odysseus ; telling the truth and concealing it equally suppose 
the capacity to know it. Not at all, Hippias replies; for 
Odysseus lies out of malice and deliberately, whereas Achilles, 
if he happens to do it, does it for some laudable purpose, or 
in spite of himself. Are we to be harder on the man who is 
unjust unwillingly ? Most certainly, says Socrates ; for it 1s 
better to do wrong willingly than to do it without under- 
standing what you are doing. Is it not better (among other 
examples) to make faces willingly, being naturally beautiful, 
than to be naturally ugly ? Therefore, scandalous as it may 
appear, a soul capable of justice and knowing what is just 
would be worthier, if it could come to commit injustice willingly, 
than a soul which was unjust from incapacity or ignorance. 
The conclusion is logically necessary ; yet it leaves Socrates 
doubtful. 

This is the common characteristic of these dialogues. They 
examine opinions and criticize them ; so they are “ elenctic ”’ 
or “ refuting.’’ They review a great number of particulars in 
order to extract a general notion from them; so they are 
inductive. But that notion does not satisfy, and doubts 
subsist ; the ground is only cleared for further inquiry. Thus, 
in the Hippias Minor, it remains to be decided whether a soul 
capable of justice and knowing it can wish not to do it. 

No, it cannot, says the Protagoras ; for, if virtue is the 
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common essence of which the many virtues partake, as the 
gold of the ingot causes all its parts to be of gold, if it is, 
in general, the knowledge of what is, with reference to our 
being, ‘‘ fairest, best, and most pleasant,’’ it follows both 
that it can be taught (which would be impossible if virtue 
were not that very knowledge) and that such knowledge 
could never in any case be overcome by the attraction of 
sensual pleasure. So we still have to verify the condition 
from which these consequences ensue, that is, to determine 
the essence of virtue. 

This object of inquiry is clearly marked in the Euthyphron. 
If one would know the “‘ reality ’’ or essence (ovcia) of holiness, 
he must fix his eyes on the single ‘‘ form” ((déa, efdos) or 
the “ pattern ”’ (zrapaderyua) thanks to which holy things are 
always like themselves (5 d, 6 d-e, 11 a). In brief, the purely 
formal knowledge of the Sophists has to be given a real 
content. Moreover, even in these earlicst dialogues a positive 
indication is given about the nature of that content: it is 
the ‘‘ Idea ’’ of the thing in question. 

The Gorgias is in part an examination of the formal 
knowledge constituted by the rhetoric of the Sophists, a 
knowledge which serves only to furnish the ethies of instinct 
with arguments and maxims. This equivocal art is an 
instrument for the base flattery of our passions, unnecessary 
where there is true knowledge of the just and unjust, and 
dangerous where there is no such knowledge to give it a 
foundation. Now, what is just according to nature, Callicles 
says, is “to allow your personal desires to be as great as 
possible,’’ and then “to be able to satisfy them by your 
courage and intelligence,” so that “the fitter man has the 
advantage over the less fit’’ (491 e ff., 483 d). To this 
naturalistic conception,! Plato opposes another which, in 
great part, bears the stamp of Orphico-Pythagorean asceticism. 
To desire is to suffer a lack; to increase your desires con- 
stantly with a view to satisfying them is to keep pains 
constantly reviving in you, as a man with the itch increases 
his sores by scratching himself. Such a life is a “ pot with a 
hole in -it,” or, again, an incessant death; you make your 
body your tomb (cwu, ojua, 492 e ff.). Now, what makes 
us good or bad is not pleasure or pain, but the “ presence ”’ 


1 It also appears in Rep., i, expounded by Thrasymachos. 
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in us (zapovaia) of good or evil. And that good, which is 
the only foundation of what is agreeable, is virtue, that is, 
in everything, and in our souls in particular, the order and 
‘arrangement’ (x¢ouos) proper to it. A wise, just, and 
temperate man is an image of the order of the universe. 
We therefore see what a power proportion and “‘ geometrical 
equality ’’ have among gods and men (497 e, 506 e, 508 a). 
Only justice or the expiation of the injustice which we have 
done can make us happy. The rhetoric capable of making 
men better, which the great statesmen of Athens have not 
known, is that which is based on the knowledge of the just. 
The dialogue ends with an eschatological myth. After death, 
our souls appear before their Judges with all the deformities 
branded on them by an unjust hfe. To be straightened and 
purified, they will have to do expiation. Let us, then, live 
in justice and for justice, in order to prepare ourselves to 
die well. 


IV 
THE DOCTRINE OF HIS MATURITY 


Questions have been raised, a tendency has been indicated, 
some flashes have given a glimpse of vast perspectives. Now 
they will grow definite and luminous. 


1. Menon. First of all, the Menon, taking up the problem 
left unsettled at the end of the Protagoras, adds important 
observations to the powerful sketch of the Gorgias. Menon, 
a pupil of Gorgias, asks Socrates the question then in fashion : 
does our virtue come from teaching, practice, or habit ? 
Now, this question concerns the qualities of virtue. It cannot, 
therefore, be answered, unless one knows in what virtue 
consists, or what its essence is. An enumeration of the 
varieties of virtue belonging to persons of various condition 
brings us no further forwards; that is a “ swarm ”’ of virtues, 
it is not virtue. Like the bees in a swarm, these particular 
virtues must have ‘‘ a form, one and the same, by which they 
are virtues,’ and at which one must look if one would say 
what virtue is—not some part of virtue, such as justice, but 
virtue tiself (avry), apart from everything else and in its 
entirety. 
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An impossible quest, says the pupil of the Sophists ; you 
cannot seek what you do not know, because you do not 
know it, and therefore you cannot recognize it if you happen 
to meet it; but if you knew it you would not need to seek 
it (80 d ff.). Plato resolves the difficulty by a novel version 
of the Pythagorean doctrine of ‘‘ reminiscence ” (avauyyats).} 
Have we not sometimes “ true opinions’ about what we do 
not know ? Now, whenever these discoveries come to us, not 
from others, but from ourselves, they must be “ recollections ”’ 
of knowledge acquired in previous existences. The question 
propounded first provokes a “‘ difficulty’ (azopia), which 
helps us to become “ aware of our ignorance.” Then true 
opinions awake. At first it is like “a dream”; then, by 
means of well-conducted interrogation, they become know- 
ledge, sciences (84 a-c, 85 c-d). Learning is recollecting ; not 
knowing is having forgotten. If we can thus extract from 
ourselves truths which no one has taught us, it is because, 
during the ‘eternity of time’ which preceded our present 
life, our soul has learned them; and that leads one to think 
that it is immortal. We know how Socrates tests this doctrine : 
by his questions he leads a young slave, who knows no 
geometry, to discover propositions regarding the ratio of the 
side of a square to its diagonal. 

This doctrine of “ true opinion ”’ receives a remarkable 
application in the case of virtue. Men have by instinct a 
virtue, such as that of administering the State well; such 
were the great statesmen of Athens, and Pericles among 
them. But they cannot either communicate their virtue or 
keep it undiminished. It is, therefore, based only on true 
and right opinions, and these opinions, if there is no reasoned 
reflection to attach them to their “cause” by a_ well- 
conducted reminiscence, are always ready to escape from our 
soul, like a runaway slave (97 e ff.). With knowledge, on the 
contrary, which would stop and fix them, we should always 
be masters of them. They must, therefore, be the effect of a 
“divine favour” (6eia woipa), in which the intelligence has 
no part; it is an inspiration. So, once again, it has not 
been possible to attack the question, what is the essence 
of virtue. 


1 Cf. L, Robin, in Rev. Et. grecques, xxxii (1919), pp. 451-61. 
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2. Cratylos, ete. Philosophic culture and the assured 
knowledge which comes from it are therefore indispensable 
foundations of all practice. In the fon Plato had already 
criticized the rhapsodes’ formal, external conception of poetry. 
But the genius of poets, like that of statesmen, is based on 
inspiration, a precarious substitute for knowledge. They are 
joined to the god by a magnetic chain, of which they are the 
links, so long as he chooses to “ possess”’ them and give 
them “‘enthusiasm.’’ After the passionate condemnation of 
rhetoric in the Gorgias, the Menexenos showed by an example 
what rhetoric could give, if conceived in another spirit. In 
the Euthydemos, by the side of the parody of the ways of the 
Sophists, it was shown how, without scientific knowledge, 
there is no “ protreptic ’’ which can lead one to virtue and, 
in general, no fruitful use can be made of any advantage 
which one may have (278 d ff.). 

The Cratylos is even more significant. It deals with the 
nature of language. Words are not derived from a purely 
artificial convention; if they were “ instituted,” it was, as 
etymology proves, by analogy with the very natures of the 
things which they were intended to express. So, by the 
letters composing them, they are an “imitation” of the 
actions characteristic of those things. Now, that imitation, 
being an imitation, is necessarily imperfect (425 d-435c). But 
it would have been far less imperfect if “ dialecticians,’’ those 
who possess the art of “‘ questioning and answering,” that is, 
philosophers, had been the “ lawgivers ”’ presiding over the 
naming of things. For, unless one is prepared to go on 
from the relativism of Protagoras to total negation of the 
principle of contradiction, things have a fixed, stable essence 
(885 e-390 e). Knowledge of the “truth of things ’”’ must 
come before that of the words which are images of things. 
The system of Heracleitos is false, or rather incomplete ; the 
perpetual flux of things would make all cognition impossible, 
if it were not a flux of permanent, unchangeable realities, 
such as the Beautiful and the Good, which “do not at all 
come out of their form’”’ or “idea.’”’ Now, one discovers 
these realities by a double method—by perceiving the mutual 
relation of those which are of the same kind, and by analysing 
each of these groups (4388 a ff.) 

So the “theory of Ideas,” to give it its traditional name, 
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and the dialectical method both seem to be already defined 
in Plato’s thought, although he is still content, in these works 
intended for the public, merely to allude to them. In dealing 
with the Heracleitean thesis, Plato became aware of his 
personal interpretation of the Socratic search for essence.} 
Essence, he thought, will be carried away in the flux of 
becoming, if (without denying the flux) we do not make 
essence independent of it. 


8. The Symposium. While remaining in the background, 
this interpretation becomes clearer in the Symposium and 
Phaedon. The theme of the former is love ; it had long been 
a stock theme of mythical speculation, and Plato had already 
touched on it in the Lysis. Each of the banqueters, who are 
helping the poet Agathon to celebrate his victory in the 
theatre, pronounces an culogy of love—Phaedros, Pausanias, 
the physician Eryximachos, Aristophanes, Agathon—each 
speech representing a point of view on the subject, or a fancy, 
or a literary parody. Socrates in his turn is asked to speak. 
His speech, the greater part of which is an account of his 
conversations with Diotima, a priestess of Mantineia (a round- 
about way of saying that it is only an adaptation of Socraticism) 
is an attempt to give love its place in a rational representation 
of things. Because love lacks the good and the beautiful, 
love of which it is, shall we believe it bad and ugly? No, 
for, Just as “true opinion, which cannot give a reason for 
itself ’’ 1s intermediate between knowledge and ignorance, so 
love is intermediate between the bad and the good, between 
the ugly and the beautiful. It is one of the daemons or 
geniuses which serve as mediators between gods and men 
and, like the proportion described in the Gorgias, ‘* connect 
the All with itself.”” In the arts, the man of genius, the 
‘“daemonic man” (datucdvos diyp) owes his divine inspiration 
to them. 

All that is contradictory and instable in the essence of 
love, and also all that is synthetic and active, is expressed 
by the myth of his birth. He was born of Penia, or Poverty, 
and so lacks everything, and Poros, the spirit of Gain, from 
whom he has inherited the never-satisfied desire for what is 
good, and for wisdom in particular, for Poros is himself the 


Aristotle understands this (Metaph., A. 6, beg.; M. 4, 1078 b 12 #f.), 
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son of Metis, or Intelligence. ‘‘So he is a philosopher all 
his life.” Having first seen the light while the gods were 
celebrating the birth of Aphrodite, he is naturally the love of 
beauty. Really, that of which he is more properly love, is 
‘* generation in beauty ’’-—-bodily generation, with a view to 
perpetuating the species, and spiritual generation, with a 
view to producing in others virtues and teaching such as 
will survive in the memory of men. Being the desire for the 
lasting and even eternal possession of what is good, love 
manifests the effort of the mortal being to make itself immortal 
as far as it can. 

But this analysis of the effects of love is only the beginning 
of an “‘ initiation,’ which ends in the “ revelation’ of a 
‘““mystery.”’ It is accomplished by a “ continuous ”’ ascent, 
in which there is a series of “ steps’”’ or degrees—love of 
beautiful forms, of beautiful souls, of beautiful works of man, 
and beautiful laws in particular, and lastly of the beauty of 
knowledge. At all these degrees, but especially at the first, 
it must be remembered that beauty is not in one single object, 
but in many, and that in all it is “‘ one and the same.’ More- 
over, as one rises, one liberates oneself more and more from 
the individual; thought, “ growing greater,’ never ceases to 
give birth “ in an unbounded aspiration to wisdom.” Having 
been thus gradually prepared, the initiate at last obtains, 
and “suddenly,” the “ revelation.’’ Beauty, like the image 
of the deity in the Mysteries, appears to his eyes. It is one, 
unchangeable, outside time and becoming, pure and without 
mixture, “‘ alone in itself and with itself, in the unity and 
eternity of its form, whereas all other things are beautiful 
by participation in this Beauty ” (211 a-b), which remains 
independent of all the determinations and all the changes 
which occur in them. Then we become truly tmmortal. 

No doubt, here the transcendental existence, independent 
of the sensible, is only that of the Beautiful. But one may 
suppose that there is a whole order of similar existences ; 
each, having the unity of a kind, is nevertheless an indivi- 
dualized universal, from which the partial, changing indivi- 
dualities of becoming have all the reality which they possess. 
Moreover, the Sympostum shows us a philosophic method by 
which certain passional elements of our nature, being a 
condition of the intuitions of genius, become the means of a 
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favoured reminiscence which liberates us from time and 
contingent diversity. ‘‘ Platonic love,’’ the transfiguration of 
a sexual perversion to which some tried to give a specious 
nobility, intellectualizes passion ; it is a kind of dialectic and 
the revelation of an absolute. The racy, magnificent eulogy 
of Socrates which Plato puts in the mouth of Alcibiades at 
the end of the dialogue expresses in concrete form this theory 
of the ideal love as a philosophic discipline and a means of 
detachment or ecstasy; the perfect “lover’’ (épwrixos) is 
the true philosopher. 


4. Phaedon. Whether the Phaedon was written before or 
after the Symposium, it is another idealized picture of the 
philosopher, rising, without pride and without effort, above 
the accidents and passions of the life of the senses, here, at 
the point of leaving it, no less than there, in the joyous liberty 
of an activity quick to seize, without pedantry, upon every 
opportunity of awakening reflection. The asceticism of the 
Gorgias reappears in the Phaedon; the approach of death, 
far from frightening the philosopher, rejoices him. He 
condemns suicide, for we are the property of the gods and they 
are the best of masters, but he really aspires to death. By 
death he hopes to live in the company of virtuous men and of 
gods, the friends of men; by death he will escape from what 
Orphicism called the “ slough,’”’ he will be freed from the body 
which, with the constant alternation of its pleasures and 
pains, its desires and fears, hampers the proper function of the 
soul, which is to know the truth for. which it longs. Our life 
must, therefore, be a kind of preliminary death, an “‘ appren- 
ticeship of death’ (64 a, 67 e, 81 a), an effort to restore the 
soul to itself. The virtues, and especially true temperance, 
are nothing else than that “ purification ’’ (67 c, 69 c). Show- 
ing us the contradictions inherent in the life of the senses, 
they give our soul the hope, when it will be “ concentrated ”’ 
in the “ purity ” of its essence, of contemplating “‘ by pure 
thought ”’ its proper object, the “‘ pure,’’ true, eternal essence 
of each thing, that which the thing is “‘ in itself apart from its 
accidents "’ (avro ca8’ avro 6 eot:)—the Just, the Beautiful, 
the Good, the Holy, Greatness, Health, Strength (65 c ff., 
75 c-d, etc.). So, at once mystic and intellectual, this moral 
discipline, by purifying the intelligence, constitutes a philo- 
sophic “ initiation ”’ (69 c). 
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But can the soul possess a nature of its own, independent 
of the body, and survive in itself after the death of the body ? 
The Phaedon does not pretend to demonstrate the survival of 
the soul; it “ mythologizes ’’ (61 e) and merely gives reasons 
in favour of a probability. There are three. The first contains 
two arguments. In the first argument, again a memory of 
Heracleiteanism, it is shown that, if becoming were not 
constituted by a “cycle of mutual exchanges ” (avrazrodocts) 
between contraries, and if life were not reborn from death 
(palingenesia), all things, in the end, would be destroyed in 
death. But need one therefore believe that, before birth and 
after death, our soul always has its own activity and conscious- 
ness? That is why the second argument is necessary (70 b, 
77 c-d). It is based on reminiscence, and the exposition of 
the Menon is explicitly recalled, but with new developments 
which state more precisely what the Menon and Cratylos 
called the ‘“‘ truth of things.” <A present sensation awakens 
the thought, not only of what was joined to it before, but of 
what resembles it. Now, in this case we have a sense of what 
is lacking in that resemblance to make it complete. This is 
how the diverse and variable equalities of sensuous experience 
awaken in us the thought of a perfect, unchangeable, unique 
Equality, which exists “in itself, invisible (ae:des), apart 
from ”’ equal things and as something “ other ”’ (74 a, c, 79 a). 
We must, therefore, have previously known this Equality, 
which sensible equalities imperfectly resemble, to which they 
‘* aspire ’’ without ever “‘ reaching ”’ it, with which we compare 
them as with a pattern. In general, the existence of the soul 
is bound to the “ previous existence ’’ of such essences, “ of 
which we are for ever talking’ (76 d, 100 b)—a phrase which 
is significant of the place which they held in Plato’s teaching. 

These considerations lead immediately to a second reason 
for believing in the immortality of the soul. The essences are 
simple and indivisible in “‘ the unity of their form.” To know 
them, the soul must itself, as the old adage says, be like them, 
be “‘ of the same family.”’ Therefore, while the whole family 
of sensible things, including our body, is subject to change and 
dissolution, the soul, being akin to the intelligible realities, 
must be ‘‘ indissoluble or something near it’’ (80 b). But it 
can only “‘ come into contact with ”’ that which it is like by 
delivering itself, by philosophy and by death, from that which 
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is not like it, that is, its body. The transmigrations through 
which souls are made to pass are the consequence and punish- 
ment of their attachment to the body. 

We have seen (above, pp. 66 ff.) the theories by which the 
Pythagoreans Simmias and Cebes manifested the doubts 
which they felt about this conception. The doctrine of the 
soul as a harmony is easily refuted. But the objection of 
Cebes is more profound, and requires a general examination 
of the causes of generation and corruption. Nothing, perhaps, 
is more representative of Plato’s art than the famous piece of 
symbolic history in which he describes the stages of Socrates’ 
thought, and thus explains what reasons there are for replacing 
naturalism by the philosophy of Ideas. The causes which 
Anaxagoras assigns to generation and corruption, and all 
similar causes, are merely conditions without which things would 
not occur, they are mere means. The true causes are ends— 
that is, as was required by the doctrine of Mind itself, they are 
the ‘‘ notions” (Acyor), intelligible, not sensible, which define 
the better and the good of each thing, or its “ truth.”” These 
are really “‘ sufficient,’’ solid ‘“‘ reasons ’’ (99 a-b, e ff., 101 e). 
What makes us call a thing beautiful is not the proportion of 
_ its parts or the brightness of its colours, but the ‘ presence,”’ 
or ‘‘ communication,” or “ partaking ”’ } of the essence of the 
Beautiful, however that may happen. But one must dis- 
tinguish between two kinds of partaking: (i) the case of the 
relation of subjects to one another, as where A is large in 
relation to B and small in relation to C; (i1) the case where 
the fact that one form partakes of another, Snow of the form 
of Cold, or Fire of the form of Hot, gives the first form an 
attribute which helps to make its nature. This partaking 
cannot occur between any two essences ; Snow-in-itself can 
only partake of the Cold-in-itself, and could not receive the 
Hot-in-itself without at once losing its nature, because the 
Cold-in-itself and Hot-in-itself are contraries. So the incessant 
succession of contraries concerns only empirical things, subject 
to change (102 b-105 b), This is an important theory, which 
will be further developed in the Sophist: attribution is 
legitimate, in so far as it is based on the very relations of 
being, on the eternally regulated participation of one essence 
in another essence. 

1 Tlapovela, xowwvia, werdoxeris. Meeks appears in Parm., 132 d. 
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If we apply this to the soul, we shall have a third reason, 
‘‘ ontological ’’ in a way, and this time decisive, for believing 
it immortal. The contrary of the form or intelligible essence 
of Life is that of Death. Now, what gives the Soul-in-itself its 
proper nature is its partaking of Life-in-itself. It therefore 
excludes Death. The same is therefore true of all our souls, 
since they are that part of us which receives into itself the 
essence thus constituted by its partaking of Life (103 b-107 b). 
Amidst the becoming in which everything comes into being and 
perishes, souls alone neither come into being nor perish ;_ they 
ensure perpetuity of becoming and prevent the final triumph 
of death. This conception, which is another evidence of their 
kinship with Ideas, should, perhaps, be examined more deeply. 
But this involves a “ glorious risk’ (114d). For, if the soul 
proves to be immortal, it is our duty, during life, to ‘“‘ take 
care’ of it and to think of the destiny which awaits it after 
death. Here we get the eschatology of the Gorgias further 
developed, and it is incorporated in a myth on the constitution 
of the earth and its place in the universe. The earth on which 
we live is an intermediate place between an underground region 
in which the souls of the wicked suffer punishment for their 
earthly life and an upper region reserved for the bliss of just 
men and philosophers. That is where the soul of Socrates will 
presently go. The simple, moving realism of the famous 
picture of the philosopher’s death is, like the portrait at the 
end of the Symposium, a living illustration of the theory which 
went before it. 


5. The Republic. The practical direction of Plato’s 
thought, already visible in the dialogues which we have been 
considering, is more strongly marked in the Republic. Philo- 
sophic speculation is necessary to education, which is necessary 
to the constitution of the State. This vast composition seems 
to show that Plato, having come to a decisive stage, is now in 
a position to embrace the road already covered in a general 
survey and to define his end. | 

The subject—the nature and effects of justice—was laid 
down in Book I, and is resumed in Book II from an entirely 
new point of view. Justice, conceived as a relation between 
the classes in the State, is compared to the relation between 
the parts of the soul in the individual composite being. This 
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is the ruling idea of the whole work. Now, on the one hand, 
the just State is that which achieves the greatest possible 
unity, and, on the other hand, that result can only be obtained 
if the government is in the hands of true philosophers. So 
Books V, VI, and VII, the keystone of Plato’s philosophy, are 
intimately connected with the subject. 

The first question is, what is the true philosopher. Like 
the perfect lover of the Symposium, he is the man who attaches 
himself to the Beautiful-in-itself, who does not confuse the 
reality of which things partake with the things which partake 
of it, and who does not refuse to follow the guide who will 
lead him to the end. He is contrasted with the philodozxot, 
the lovers of opinion (dova), Now, corresponding to this mode 
of knowledge, which, as we have seen, is “‘ intermediate ”’ 
between absolute knowledge and absolute ignorance, there is, 
as in Eleaticism, an infinity of “‘ ambiguous ”’ things, which 
the common man takes for realities, which are or are not at 
the same time, which “ roll about ”’ in the zone intermediate 
between absolute not-being and the absolute being of essence 
(475 d, to the end of Book V). The philosopher goes beyond 
this middle zone. He is none the less superior, even in 
experience, to those who cannot rise beyond it and reach the 
‘“‘ pattern.” But it is inevitable that, knowing the pattern, 
he should feel nothing but distaste for what is a lying image 
of it, and should shut himself up jealously in his own medita- 
tions. Now, he has no right to do so. For his business is to 
compare human nature, as it is, with the patterns, Justice, 
Beauty, Wisdom, in order to “‘ combine ”’ these two kinds of 
things and to make of them an “ image of a man ”’ which shall 
be ‘‘ dear to the gods ”’ (vi. 501 b). So the ascetic purification 
of the Gorgias and Phaedon is not a complete definition of the 
moral life, and already we have a foretaste of the doctrine of 
the Philebos. 

Then comes the second question. Before the true philo- 
sopher can educate other men, how shall he educate himself 
—by what sciences and by what occupations (502 c-d)? The 
object to be attained is “ the highest object of knowledge, the 
Idea of the Good,” to which everything beautiful, good, just, 
useful, owes its being and without which all other knowledge 
is vain (505 a). The Good, “ with a view to which every 
activity of every soul takes place,’’ is neither pleasure nor 
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intelligence. Plato defers telling us what it is till later 
(506 d-e), and is content, for the moment, to consider one 
‘* fruit’ or “‘ generation ’’ of the Good—the Sun. If we now 
collect under the intelligible unit of an Idea all visible things, 
objects of sight, on the one hand, and all intelligible things, 
objects of the intellect, on the other, we must say that the 
Sun is to the first group, “in the visible world,’ what the 
Good is to the second, “‘ in the intelligible world.”” These are 
the terms of a proportion or analogy (508 b-c). But truth and 
knowledge are not the Good, any more than light and sight 
are the Sun; they only resemble it. The Good is something 
far more beautiful. Like the sun, which not only gives light 
to things but causes them to be born and to grow, the Good 
not only produces the intelligibility of intelligible things, but 
gives them their ‘‘ essence’ and “‘ existence.’ What is more, 
“it is not itself essence, but beyond essence (érexewa Tis 
ovetas), Surpassing it in dignity and power ’”’ (509 b). In short, 
between the Good and other Ideas there seems to be a gulf 
similar to that between sensible things and Ideas, or between 
the Beautiful-in-itself and the highest step in the erotic ascent. 
There is an exact parallelism between the different grades of 
rank in being and knowing (vii. 588 c ff.). Every degree in 
either scale is an “imitation”’ or ‘“‘image”’ of the degree 
above. Between the absolute not-being of total ignorance 
and the absolute being of supreme knowledge there is a whole 
ladder of intermediate stages—fictitious copies of natural 
objects by the arts, copies of ideal realities by sensible nature, 
the symbolical objects of science between these copies and 
their patterns, and lastly the Good which rules the intelligible 
world and gives it life, the Good whose image in respect of 
the sensible world is the Sun. So, too, the illusive “ fiction ”’ 
imitates the perception which believes in the reality of its 
object, and, through the intermediacy of “‘ reasoning thought ” 
(S:avora), perception imitates pure intellectual apprehension. 
All these relations are put in concrete form by the famous 
myth of the Cave (vii, beginning). With our thought in bond- 
age to conditions of birth and upbringing, we are the captives, 
unable to move since our infancy, with our eyes perforce 
fixed on the back of the cave. The steep, stony path rising 
to the entrance symbolizes the difficulty of determining the 
nature and origin of our opinions. The great fire burning 
N 
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outside, which illuminates the cave with a vague light, is the 
sun, and the marionettes whose shadows are cast on the back 
are physical objects, which are certainly artificial things. The 
real actors remain hidden behind the screen. But the prisoners 
hear the echo of their voices, and take it for the language of 
truth, being chiefly intent on observing and remembering 
how the shadows on the wall appear together or in succession. 
When a prisoner drags himself or is dragged out of the cave, 
his dazzled eyes can make out nothing. To use them, he has 
to be content with the “reflected image’’ of things. This 
symbolizes the ascent of the soul towards truth, by way of 
mathematical notions. Many obscurities remain, chiefly in 
reference to the existence of sensible things. When, later, in 
the Timaeos, Plato tries to make his doctrine explicit, it will 
still be in mythical form, the only one possible in a domain 
which is not that of pure thought. Now, already, in Book X 
(596-8), the celebrated example of the Three Beds (that of 
‘‘ nature,’ the very essence of Bed, its Idea or form; that of 
the joiner, which is an imitation of it; and that which is a 
painted image of the second) introduces us to a craftsman god 
or ‘‘ Demiurge,” but one who is the author of the essences, 
and not, like the Demiurge of the Timacos, of copies of those 
essences. Could he be the very Idea of the Good ? 

What the Republic describes very clearly is the stages of 
philosophic education, and especially those which constitute 
the “ propaedeutic ” (586 d) to dialectic. Above gymnastics 
and *‘ music,”’ from which the traditional study of the poets 
is severely excluded, as we know, there are forms of culture 
which have an object only if they escape from the contra- 
dictions in which experience is entangled, and therefore make 
it necessary to distinguish between the sensible and the 
intelligible and to “ awaken ”’ the intellect. Now, that would 
not happen if the collection of unities, or number, were an 
immediate object of perception by the senses. For sense- 
perception shows us “ the same thing at once one and infinitely 
many. To remove the contradiction, therefore, we must 
consider unity in itself, and that can only be done by the 
intellect (524d ff.). Here, then, is a first science which can 
elevate the soul—the knowledge of unity and number, pro- 
vided, at least, that we detach it from its purely utilitarian 
applications. But it is clear that, in this case as in that of the 
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following sciences—two-dimensional geometry, solid geometry 
(rpirn av€n), astronomy, harmony—Plato means to go beyond 
the degree of abstraction to which the Pythagoreans had 
taken them. He will not be content, like them, to reduce 
experience to numerical relations or diagrammatical con- 
structions. He regards this as merely the foundation for 
higher mathematical speculations, more fitted to liberate the 
mind. Astronomy and harmony merely furnish “ examples ”’ 
and ‘‘ problems,’’ by means of which one will rise to “‘ true 
figures’ and “ true numbers,” to “ real’? movement, to the 
mutual ‘ consonances ”’ of numbers.! If he attaches so much 
value to solid geometry it is doubtless because, under the 
guidance of a capable teacher (perhaps Theaetetos), he hopes 
for such fruits as these from it. It is in this sense, too, that 
Plato, contrary to Greek usage, constantly connects “ logistic ”’ 
or the art of reckoning, used only to deal with practical or 
amusing problems, with arithmetic, the study of the intrinsic 
properties of numbers (vii. 522-81). 

Dialectic, the “‘ coping-stone ”’ of the philosophical educa- 
tion, is described by two images. It supposes a “ regular 
progress’ (uéBodos), which is an “ ascent’”’ (ézavodos), and 
it procures a ‘‘ vision,’ that is, an intuition. When Plato says 
that we must make “ the whole soul ”’ accomplish an “‘ evolu- 
tion,’ in order to turn it from the obscure vision of becoming 
to being and to what is brightest in being, he is thinking of 
scientific education. But, when this has been done, the 
‘‘ organ ’’ in the soul made for seeing that bright point, the 
Good, must be ‘“‘ turned ’’ upon it, and “the most effective 
manner” of producing such a “conversion”’ is dialectic 
(518 c-d). In this decisive act the scientific “‘arts’’ or 
specialities (réyva:) merely ‘“ collaborate ’’ ; they give the soul 
the attitude which it needs to obtain that “ total vision ”’ 
of which the dialectician alone is capable (cvvowis, cvvorrikds, 
587 ¢). So there are two different methods, although both 
remain in the sphere of pure intelligence and demand nothing 
of the senses. But, taking up an indication in the Phaedon 
(100 b ff.), Plato explains how the “ hypothesis ”’ is not used 
in the same way in both. In the symbols of truth which are 


1 The famous geometrical number of viii. 546 b, which has given rise to so 
much discussion (cf. MI, 857, 1; XXI, ii, no. 34, ii, and iii, no. 78; James Adam, 
edition of the Republic; G. Kaffa, in Philologus, lxxiii, etc.), may be an example 
of these speculations. 
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mathematics, it is a principle from which one comes down to 
the consequences ensuing from it. In dialectic, it is merely a 
starting-point from which one gradually rises to an “ an- 
hypothetic ’”’ term, which will then serve as a principle from 
which one will descend in the same way as in the other case 
(vi. 510 b ff. ; vii. 533 ¢ ff.); it is a checking of the thesis by 
the agreement of the consequences with one another and with 
the thesis. This check is made by means of the dialogue, 
conducted according to definite technical rules, a skilled art, 
as the Cratylos says, of questioning and answering. But the 
procedure of Platonic dialectic is not yet fully elaborated. 

This education of the philosopher, so different from the 
discipline of mortification of the Phaedon or the mystical 
elevation of the Banquet, leads Plato to regard the soul as an 
intermediate reality, which must touch the two extremes 
which it connects. A new idea, explicitly given as such,! 
appears in the Republic—that of the composition of the soul. 
This innovation is, moreover, connected with the fundamental 
postulate of Plato’s political theory, namely, that a society 
is the image of the individuals composing it (iv. 435 e ff.). 
Consequently, the “ letters,’’ as it were, of the social whole, 
being writ larger, are easier to decipher than those of the 
unity composing it ; but in both the text is the same (485 a-b ; 
ii. 368d). Now, the just State must be composite ; it must 
include a middle part intended to unite the two others. It re- 
quires the division of labour, ‘‘ the appropriation of activity ”’ 
(oikecompayia, 434¢) and capacity to their natural object ; 
otherwise men’s energies are dissipated and expended uselessly.? 
This complex unity, consisting in a harmony, will therefore 
be that of the soul. 

In the soul there are three distinct functions; this is 
proved by the fact that each can be defined in its essence or 
its form apart from that of the others. By one function the 
soul is connected with the sensible; this is the “ appetitive 
part” (ro éw:Ovunrixoy, sc. wépos), the tendencies like hunger 
and thirst which the soul has from its body, and which aim 
at pleasure. Contrasted with this function is another which 
aims at the intelligible and the true, reflecting on the appetites 


493 a-b, and Phaedon, 68 b ff., are only foreshadowings. 


1 iv. 435 b-c, 436 a-b, 440 e, 441 c. The vague indications in the Gorgias, 
2 ij. 369 b-374 e. Cf. Charm., 161 e ff. " 
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and combating them if necessary ; this is “‘ the calculation of 
reason” (Aoyicpnos, TO Aoyirrixov). Between these two ex- 
tremes is a third function, which effects a synthesis of them, 
giving to reason influence over that which has no reason, and 
making the latter obedient to its authority; this is “ the 
energy of willing’ (@vu0ds, Quuoedés). A savage monster, a 
man, and a lion—such is that threefold compound, the soul 
of a man (cf. ix. 588 ¢ ff.). Therefore the evil of the soul will 
be that each function should not be appropriated to its object, 
that the function which ought to obey should command, or 
vice versa, and that the sovercign function should be betrayed 
by its natural auxiliary. This will be either intemperance, 
which overthrows the ordered harmony of the functions, or 
injustice, which upsets their relations, in any case, the 
principle of the worst misfortune (ix. 577 ff.). 

In consequence of this conception, if the soul must be 
immortal, it is not, as it was in the Phaedon, because of its 
simplicity. Therefore new reasons are needed. Plato will 
therefore allege the beauty of the assemblage which unites 
two opposites by a harmonious mediation, or, again, the 
necessity that the number of composite souls should be 
constant, for an increase in their number would be at the 
expense of mortal nature and in the end would cause its total 
disappearance—a curious reversal of the first argument in the 
Phaedon. In truth, these souls are considered in their present 
condition—that is, united to a body which prevents us from 
secing their true nature, just as shells and seaweed disguise 
the beauty of the sea-god Glaucos. But is this true nature, 
which ‘‘ makes the soul akin to”’ the eternal and the divine, 
a ‘“composite form ”’ or a “simple form” ? Plato does not 
decide (x. 608 d-612 a). Once again, we are in the presence of 
a point of doctrine which calls for further development. 

The celebrated myth of Er, the man who spent twelve 
days in Hades and, not having drunk the water of the River 
of Indifference (Ameles) in the Plain of Forgetfulness (Lethe), 
was able to tell of his great journey, contains a new attempt at 
eschatology. In it we find, closely bound together, a very 
obscure cosmology and a theory of the destiny of man. In 
the cosmology, there is talk of a column of light passing 
through the sky and the earth, connecting the poles of both, 
which is probably the axis of the universe ; of the Spindle of 
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Necessity, with its shaft, hook, and whorl, by means of which 
all the celestial revolutions take place ; and of the formation 
of that whorl out of eight whorls of different size and colour, 
fitted one into another, participating in the movement of the 
spindle at different speeds, and each giving off a different note, 
which represent the sky of the fixed stars, the five great 
planets, and the sun and moon, the earth being supposed to be 
at the centre. 

In the eschatology, properly so called, the most interesting 
thing is the conception of the predestination of souls. Souls, 
in virtue of the penal code befitting them, are allowed every 
thousand years, unless their faults require longer expiation, to 
choose a new life on earth. “ Specimens of lives,’ animal 
conditions or human conditions, are set before them, and the 
souls make their choice in turn, the order being determined 
by lot. But, since there are more lots than souls, the last 
soul does not suffer badly. They are told that “each is 
responsible for his choice,’ and that ‘“‘ God has no part in it,”’ 
that each will have, to guide him in life, the ‘‘ daemon ”’ 
which he shall have taken for himself. While the souls were 
expiating the faults of their previous existence, they had not 
forgotten that existence. Therefore, those who have been 
damned before are cautious in their new choice. But those of 
the blessed who owe their bliss, not to philosophy, but to the 
chance virtues of which the Menon speaks, often choose with- 
out reflecting, and choose badly. Every soul, when it has 
made its choice, can read its whole destiny, and that destiny 
is irrevocable, being bound up with’the very movemcnt of the 
stars. For the Fates (Mofpa:), the daughters of Necessity— 
Lachesis who presides over the drawing of lots, Clotho who 
spins them, and Atropos who ratifies them—play a part in the 
mechanism of the celestial revolutions. Also, the passing of 
each soul, with its ‘ guardian ’’ daemon, beneath the throne 
of Necessity shows clearly enough that henceforward it will 
merely carry out, without going back, the consequences of the 
choice which it made before entering upon life. What if it has 
chosen badly ? Then, it seems, its only resource is to learn 
from the philosopher to behave well under its present destiny 
and to be able, when the hour returns, to make a better choice. 

The conception of the just soul, the education of the philo- 
sopher, all this is aimed at showing how a just State-can be 
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brought about. Since the middle of the Vth century, perpetual 
internal revolutions and an almost continuous state of war 
had aggravated social decomposition almost all over Greece. 
Thucydides has drawn a striking picture of this disorder, which, 
he says, was the same everywhere (iii. 82). It does not there- 
fore seem that Plato’s notion of reforming society can be put 
down to peculiar Utopian tendencies of his own. Some time 
before, two men, of whose philosophic connexions we know 
little, had had the same idea—Phaleas of Chalcedon and the 
celebrated engineer, Hippodamos of Miletos. Even some 
comedies, such as the Birds of Aristophanes (414) or his 
Assembly of Women (892), may perhaps be evidence that the 
hope of a better city haunted men’s imaginations. The 
conviction that there had been a gradual degeneration Icd 
them to think that the remedy would be to turn back the 
clock and return to the institutions of the past or to those of 
backward peoples like the Hyperboreians or Sauromatians, 
among whom, as we know later from the Peripatetic Dicaear- 
chos, the most positive minds did not hesitate to find vestiges 
of the Golden Age. And in Greece itself there were archaic 
social and economic systems, like those of Sparta and Crete, 
which exercised a veritable spell over the minds of aristocratic 
statesmen in democratic cities. 

Plato starts by studying the general conditions of the 
development which has brought societies to corruption and 
injustice. Society is a natural fact, for it is based on need, 
which calls for co-operation and the exchange of services. 
For the multiplicity of the needs which a single man cannot 
satisfy ““ has brought a number of men together in the same 
dwelling-place, as natural associates and helpers.’ So long 
as “‘the community is confined to elementary needs,’ the 
division of labour established in it is a good for everybody. 
But as the necessary relations of this group with other groups 
develop, men set themselves to produce more than is needed, 
and for export. Then a general morbid inflammation causes 
a quantity of luxury-needs to sprout on the original social 
stem, and to satisfy them breeds as many useless people, the 
inevitable parasites of a sickly organism. The territory 
becomes too small for the increased density of the population, 
and they try to extend it by war. But, while the division of 
labour went on until it became a plague, men forgot to make 
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fighting a special trade. Yet a society needs picked, trained 
men, appointed to guard it. But is there not a danger that 
guardians who are nothing but warriors will be as troublesome 
to those whom they should protect as to their enemies ? 
Therefore the real guardian must be a philosopher as well, 
combining courage with wisdom (11. 869 b-376 c). 

But the very principle of the specialization of functions 
demands that the function of governing should be distinct 
from that of fighting. It is, therefore, necessary that, first of 
all, the builders of the future city should be able to discern 
which of the children are best fitted by their natural] bent to 
become good guardians, who will have the general good at 
heart. After that, a properly regulated system of tests will 
make it possible to select those who shall be “rulers”’ and 
those who shall serve them as “ helpers’’ and “ agents ”’ 
(iii. 413 cff.). Until they are about seventeen or eighteen, 
education is the same for all. To what has already been said 
of this, it will suffice to add that they receive this education 
with enjoyment, for constraint is excluded from a good educa- 
tion. But at this point their studies are interrupted by more 
intensive training in physical and military exercises. At the 
age of twenty, those who have shown themselves fit to go 
further study the sciences in their relations, and from a 
synthetic point of view. If they pass this test, which enables 
one to recognize the good dialecticians, they receive a further 
promotion. This takes place at the age of thirty, and five 
years are devoted to the study of dialectic. Then there begins 
for the learner the longest test of all. For fifteen years, he 
must go down again into the cave, mix with other men, and 
discharge military and administrative duties. Lastly, when 
they are fifty, those who have distinguished themselves both 
in speculation and in practice will be raised to the dignity of 
magistrates. But this is a duty which they only take, turn 
about, as a necessity, and they still remain philosophers 
(vii. 585 ff.). Let us note one last feature of the Platonic 
training of special faculties: it applies to women as to men, 
for, given equal aptitude, there is no reason why women 
should not perform allfunctions. The differences of individuals 
must only be considered in relation to what is to be done, and 
these differences are what decides the function which they 
shall perform, for the good of all (v. 451 b ff.). : 
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Occupations so numerous and dignified as these do not 
give the guardians time to provide for their own sustenance. 
This will be supplied to them by a third class, which will have 
no other duty—farmers, workmen, and merchants of all kinds. 
This mass of the people has only one duty, to serve, and one 
virtue, to obey. But this does not mean that it is hereditarily 
bound to that servitude. For the principle of selection requires 
that children of the ‘‘ Bronze Race ’”’ should, if their natural 
gifts make them fit for it, receive the education reserved for 
the Races of Silver and Gold, the warriors and magistrates. 
Conversely, degenerate children of these races will, if necessary, 
be reduced to the lower race. For the individual is the 
instrument of the one social function which he is fitted to 
perform ; there are neither several cities in one city nor several 
citizens in one citizen (iii. 415 ff.; iv. 423 ff.). This solidarity 
of functions, each having its appropriate organ, is what gives 
Plato’s State its complete unity and its justice and temperance, 
since each man is attached to the function of which he is the 
organ, the scale of rank of functions is established, and wisdom 
is the virtue of those who command and courage that of their 
helpers. 

We know how Plato hoped to ensure this unity by a 
generalized, strictly regulated communism. The guardians 
will dwell in common on the portion of the State territory 
where they will be in the best position to do their double duty 
of guardianship, and will have no personal goods, for among 
friends everything is common. They will live together and 
have their meals together. In their hands there will be neither 
gold nor silver in any form whatsoever, coin, plate, or jewels. 
Individual property is allowed only to the lowest caste, which 
must pay tribute to the upper castes, and even among them 
it is kept within just limits. For, if that caste were over- 
wealthy, it would forget its duty, and if it were too poor, it 
would lack the capital needed for the practice of its industry ; 
and in the end the antagonism of rich and poor, the present 
curse of states, would soon make its appearance. 

Like private property, the private family is forbidden, 
except to the lowest caste, where it, likewise, is controlled by 
the magistrates. The guardians are given women, who are 
their equals in education, by a drawing of lots which conceals 
& wise decision of the chiefs, and their unions are unmade and 
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remade at the decision of the latter and subjected, in respect 
of procreation, to strict rules. Children born outside the 
prescribed time are exposed, and imperfect or vicious children 
are killed. For the population must always be kept at the 
right level, and, moreover, the lawgiver, like a good stock- 
breeder, takes care that his ‘herd’? does not degenerate. 
A “common fold,” with its special servants, receives all 
children born of these eugenic unions and their mothers suckle 
all indiscriminately. In this way, the undivided family seems 
to Plato to realize the most beautiful unity in the service of 
the general good and among those whose duty is to ensure it. 
It has been enough to replace kinship of blood by that form 
of kinship which the ancients had observed among certain 
barbarian peoples and modern students have called “ kinship 
by classification,’’ where relationship of age alone determines 
the kind and degree of kinship. 

Lastly, there remains the question of the transition from 
present society to the just society. To bring it about, it is 
enough that philosophers should be invested, by a drastic 
measure of State, with absolute authority. Then they will 
send all inhabitants aged over ten away to the fields, and will 
keep by them only very young subjects, still uncorrupted, to 
train according to their principles. In this way, Plato con- 
cludes with disconcerting serenity, the ideal city will be 
established “‘ as quickly and easily as can be ”’ (vii, end). 

This city, in his eyes, is, of course, the natural, normal city. 
All existing political forms are, in various degrees, degenera- 
tions of a perfect aristocratic govérnment, that of the healthy 
city. Moreover, since a society is the image of the individuals 
composing it, an individual character will, reciprocally, 
symbolize a political type, and a human pedigree will symbolize 
the determined sequence of political degeneration. This is the 
idea which inspires the wonderfully vivid and colourful 
picture in Book VIII and part of Book IX of the ‘‘ Timarchic 
Man,” ruled by pride and ambition, pure will without con- 
science or heart, of the ‘‘ Oligarchic Man,” whom he begets, 
who knows only appetite for enjoyment, of the ‘‘ Democratic 
Man ” whom he begets in his turn, undisciplined and envious, 
and, lastly, his son, the “‘ Tyrant.”” These, according to the 
Republic, are the four bad governments, each of which bears 
within itself the seeds of its inevitable corruption into a yet 
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worse form. But how did the aristocratic State ever come to 
degenerate ? Because it required such exactly regulated 
conditions that the least misreckoning on the part of the 
magistrates sufficed to destroy the harmonious unity of the 
whole. 


6. Phaedros. So far Plato’s doctrine has been, even in his 
political theory, a Pythagorean interpretation of the ideas of 
Socrates. But his thought continues to develop, taking up 
the old themes to make them more explicit or to consider them 
from a new point of view. The Phaedros is an example of 
this; it is a continuation of the Symposium, a more precise 
statement of the Gorgias, a completion and modification of 
the doctrines of the soul in the Phaedon and Republic, and a 
prelude to the teachings of the last dialogues. 

A speech of Lysias on love is answered by Socrates with 
another speech, in which the same ideas are resumed following 
a better method. But the ideas developed cannot be chosen 
haphazard, for one must speak in accordance with the truth, 
not with illusory probabilities ; there is no rhetoric without a 
philosophy. Rhetoric by itself cannot be ‘“‘a guidance of 
souls.” To the external tricks on which the most famous 
masters pride themselves, as if they were marvellous dis- 
coveries, Plato opposes his dialectical method. But he does 
not define it only by the need for being in agreement with 
oneself and others on the subject discussed, as in the first 
speech of Socrates (237 b ff.), nor as a synoptical “ bringing 
together ” (cwaywyy) of a plurality under the oneness of the 
Idea. He lays stress, as he has not done before, on the details 
and order of the intermediaries which, thus brought together, 
unite the many to the one; the unity of an essence, like that 
of an animal which you have to carve without hacking it 
about, must be decomposed, by a methodical “‘ division, into 
its natural joints ’’ (265 c ff.). Now, we shall see the place 
which this process holds in the dialogues of Plato’s old age. 
Furthermore, the literary characteristic of those dialogues is 
indicated here: a writing, as is shown in the Egyptian myth 
of Thoth, the inventor of writing, is of value only if those who 
read it seek in it nothing but a means to recollect the lessons 
which they have heard. Infinitely more precious is the speak- 
ing of the true philosopher, which sows truth in men’s souls 
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and prepares an eternal harvest (274 b ff.). Lastly, in stating 
that the study of universal nature is a condition of knowledge 
of the soul, in regarding the soul as a thing which, moving 
itself and so moving everything else, is the unengendered and 
imperishable principle of becoming, and in finding in this a 
new proof of immortality (269 ¢ ff., 245 ¢ ff.), the Phaedros pre- 
pares the way to the T'imaeos and the tenth book of the Laws. 

The brilliant myth in which Plato, making use of a tra- 
ditional artistic theme of which we still have examples, 
depicts the soul as a team of winged horses driven by a 
charioteer, is another instance of the peculiar interest of the 
Phaedros. It takes up the conception of the composition of 
the soul, which the Republic associated with its present 
existence, and, transferring it to the existence beyond experi- 
ence which preceded the fall of the soul into a body, he 
anticipates the Timacos. The steeds driven by the intellect 
are will and desire. Now, in the circular revolution which our 
souls accomplish with those of the gods—that is, with the 
stars and the great elemental regions separating the stars 
from the earth—in the “ supra-celestial place ’’’ above the 
astronomical sky, sometimes the driver is clumsy, and the 
steeds, especially the naturally indocile one, do not obey him. 
So an original fault sends the soul hurtling down from its 
divine abode. But, in thus falling into the materiality of 
the body, it brings with it its astral predestinations, which 
determine both its elective affinities and its place in the order 
of human values—the soul of the philosopher or the perfect 
lover in the highest rank and that of the tyrant in the lowest. 
It is true that the eschatology attached to this conception adds 
nothing to that of the Republic. But the Phaedros completes 
the clucidation of the part played by love, as an essential 
function of the soul and a condition of reminiscence. In its 
earthly life the fallen soul keeps, as a secret treasure, memories, 
some richer, some poorer, of the absolute realities which it 
once contemplated. If philosophic love is the highest form 
of “‘ delirium ”’ or enthusiasm, it is because it is able, in the 
emotion aroused by the sight of beauty, to awaken these 
slumbering memories. 


1 It is all these foreshadowings of his later are combined with other 
pang a have given rise to the hypothesis that the Phaedros was recast later 
(XI, iii. 27-9). 
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7. Theaetetos. The ‘‘ midwifery’”’ of the Theaetetos is a 
development of this conception. In connexion with the 
search for a definition of knowledge, Plato shows what “ fruits ”’ 
a well-guided love can produce in a well-made mind, which 
has been proved fit for that initiation by a preliminary 
examination. Just such a man is young Theaetetos, who, of 
all the pupils of the mathematician Theodoros of Cyrene, 
shows the fairest promise. This promise was upheld in his 
short life; under Plato and in the Academy, he caused 
decisive progress to be made in the study of surds, the theory 
of numbers, and solid geometry. Now, this famous bringing to 
birth of souls, which appears only in the Theaetetos and will 
not be found in the later dialogues, is a new version of the 
doctrine of reminiscence, itself destined to disappear. Its 
interest lics in the fact that it defines the function of the 
educator and teacher, no longer as a function of generation, 
but as one of assistance and criticism, intervening to procure 
for souls the intercourse which will make them fruitful, 
helping them by presence and action to give birth at the 
right moment to the fruit with which they are pregnant, and 
judging the value of that fruit, whether it is normal and likely 
to live or only has a deceptive appearance of being so. 

The “‘ fruit’ of which Theaetetos must be delivered and 
which will be subjected to the necessary test is his conception 
of knowledge. To define knowledge by sensation, like Prota- 
goras and the Heracleiteans, is to condemn oneself to saying 
that everything that I seem to perceive, at any moment, is 
true for me. Since everybody can say as much, either truth 
must be a question of majority of opinions (171 a) or there must 
be, apart from truth on the human “ pattern,” a truth which 
depends neither on the Judgement of each man nor on that of 
many, but on what things are by “ nature ”’ in “ the property 
of their essence’ and on the “ divine pattern.’ Then, with 
the haughty picture of the philosopher as the only free man 
among a people of slaves, this statement of the duality of 
the sensible and the intelligible is accompanied by declarations 
in favour of an attitude which the Republic seemed to have 
abandoned. ‘“ There is the place pure of evils,’’ whereas evil 
is inherent in earthly life, and we must escape thither from 
here as soon as possible, in order to achieve “ identification 
with the divine ’’ (171 d-177 b). We must, therefore, go beyond 
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the senses. Now, how do we conceive of our senses—as our 
perceiving machines or as merely the “ instruments ”’ (épyava) 
by means of which our soul perceives itself? In the second 
way ; for from our senses the soul receives only a matter, the 
affections of the subject. And perception is properly the act 
by which the soul “‘ co-ordinates ’’ (evAAoyioruos) these data 
and “brings them into relation ” (dvadoyioua) in universal 
judgements. In these Judgements it states the existence or 
non-existence of a thing, which is what it is and other than its 
correlatives, is one or many, and is endowed with qualities by 
which it is like or unlike others. Without the ‘ synthetic 
points of view” (ra xotva)—being, relation, quantity, quality 
——which represent the first known attempt at a table of the 
‘* categories ’’ of thought, there is no perception (184 b ff.). 
Since knowing is not sensation, but the judgement of the 
soul on sensation, and certainly not false judgement, can we 
say that knowing is “true judgement” (do€a drO79)? So 
the problem of error is propounded (187 b ff.), and the rest of 
the dialogue is taken up with discussing it. Now, whether we 
consider false judgement in its logical nature or as a psycho- 
logical act, it appears equally inconceivable ; for it is impossible 
that one should, at the same time, not know what one knows, 
or know what one does not know. Can we explain it by a 
‘““ misunderstanding ”’ (a\Aodo€ia)? You “ miss” what you 
were “‘ aiming at.”” But if the act of thinking consists in “a 
silent conversation of the soul with itself,’ asking and answer- 
ing it until it has “ determined ”’, the object which it has in 
view (189 e ff.), one cannot see how the soul could think 
anything but what it thinks. Let us then rather consider 
false judgement in its genesis. Let us suppose that Mnemosyne 
has placed a wax in our souls, harder or softer, purer or less 
pure, according to the individual. On this wax let us take 
the ‘impress ” of everything which we want to keep in 
memory. So long as the impression lasts, we remember and 
know, and when it is rubbed out we do not. Now, it seems 
that error can only come when we try to make a present 
perception agree with one of the mnemonic “ descriptions ”’ 
thus stamped in the soul. It may happen, for example, that, 
seeing Theaetetos, I apply that sight to the description of 
Theodoros, or vice versa, as when you try to put your right 
shoe on your left foot. So error is not a false knowledge, but 
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a false recognition, a disagreement between perception- 
knowledge and memory-knowledge (191 ¢ ff.). 

But if we say that error is the act of a synthesis like this, 
do we not commit ourselves to being unable to explain it 
when the elements of the synthesis are, not a perception on 
the one hand and a thought on the other, but both of them 
thoughts—as, for instance, when we say that 11 is the sum 
of 5 and 7? Perhaps we shall have a fair representation of 
what happens then, if we compare the soul to a dove-cot. 
To fill it, you must “ obtain”’ the birds (kexric@ac:). You 
possess them. But suppose you want to “ have”’ (¢yerv) one in 
your hand, in order to do somcthing with it. That is another 
matter ; you want a turtle-dove, and you catch a ring-dove. 
So our soul caught 11 instead of 12 in the dove-cot of knowings 
which it possesses without having every knowing at its dis- 
posal when it is wanted. Yet this celebrated distinction 
between potential possession and actual possession, of which 
Aristotle was afterwards content merely to change the 
terminology, only revives previous difficulties ; for does it not 
thus happen that one knows what one does not know, and does 
not know what one knows? It is, therefore, impossible to 
define error so long as we do not know what knowing is 
(197 aff.). There are people (historians are not agreed who 
they were) who hold that, if knowing is “ true judgement 
accompanied by its justification’’ (adrnOn5 do€a mera AOyov), 
the only knowing is of the “ syllables ” of things—a knowing 
of the complexes which develop in speech, but not of the 
‘letters’ (croiyera) } or elements of those syllables, which 
elements are ‘ unjustifiable ’’ and “ unknowable,” perceived 
by intuition alone. But if the elements are not knowable, how 
will the compound be knowable? Moreover, whatever 
meaning we give to this definition of knowing, in the last 
analysis it can only mean this: knowing is true judgement 
accompanied by knowing (201 c ff.)—a mere tautology. So, 
like the first dialogues, the Theaetctos comes to no end. But, 
even if none of the fruits borne in the soul of Theaetetos has 
appeared worthy to be nourished and reared, at least, thanks 
to this test, he has some chance of being happier another time. 


8. Parmenides. The interpretation of this dialogue is one 


1 So it was that, in Plato’s time, croxetov, the “letter” of the alphabet, 
began to take on the sense of “element.” Cf. XL, 14 ff., 24 ff., and below, p. 227. 
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of the most discussed problems raised by Plato’s philosophy. 
It is at least very probably related to the Theaetetos. The 
Theaetetos was a critical analysis of the notion of knowledge, 
which at the beginning evoked the Eleatizing Socraticism of 
Megara, but, from fear and respect, refrained from examining 
the properly Eleatic thesis (180 d ff., 183 c ff.) ; the Parmenides 
depicts that thesis and Socraticism, as Plato understands it, 
in conflict, and seems to be mtended, symmetrically, as a 
critical analysis of the notion of Being. 

Zenon’s dialectic aims at showing that, if you admit the 
existence of plurality, the same thing contains opposite 
determinations in itself. Now, these contradictions in the 
sensible are what have led us to posit intelligible essences 
(yévn, etén), of each of which a plurality of sensible things 
partakes. Shall we then find in one or other of these essences 
the same internal contradiction, so that Movement-in-itself, 
for example, becomes Rest-in-itself, or vice versa? That is the 
starting-point of the Parmenides. But before Plato attacks that 
question he places a criticism of the theory of Ideas inthemouth 
of the aged Parmenides, speaking to a still young Socrates. 

First of all, why hesitate to suppose that, by the side of 
the Ideas of the Good, the Beautiful, the Just, Movement, 
and so on, there are Ideas of empirical realities, and even of 
the vilest things, such as mud, filth, or hair? There is no 
reason for this timidity, and a theory should follow its logical 
necessities to the end. There is a more serious difficulty in 
connexion with the existence of Ideas, not only apart from 
one another, but apart from the things which partake of them. 
For if that partaking absorbs the whole of the Idea, then the 
Idea, although one and simple, becomes immanent in a 
plurality of different things. If the partaking absorbs only 
part of the Idea, then the Idea loses its absolute simplicity. 
Can we say that it is the single form under which, for example, 
several men, specifically alike, are gathered ? But then, in 
order to gather these things under that form, there must be 
another formal unity, to make their mutual likeness, and 
then a third, and so on to infinity. So Plato has already 
happened upon the argument of the “third man,” which 
Aristotle afterwards uses against him.t To represent that 


1 Polyxenos, to whom its invention is ascribed, is said to have been a disciple 
of Bryson the Megaric (cf. above, p. 137). | 
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form as a “ concept ”’ (vonuu), existing only in our souls, would 
raise new difficulties ; for either, by partaking of the concept, 
everything becomes thought, or, on the other hand, nothing 
is thought, not being the concept itself. If, lastly, the Idea 
is a ‘* pattern,” the sensible thing a “‘ copy,” and its partaking 
an “‘ imitation,” either the Idea will cease to be an absolute 
and unlike anything else, or we fall again into the difficulties 
of the * third man.”’ 

After participation, we consider the consequences of the 
very notion of Ideas transcending the sensible. If Ideas are 
objects of knowledge to us, they are relative to us, they no 
longer are in themselves. Do they, nevertheless, exist in 
themselves, being relative only to one another? Then the 
only relation between sensible things and Ideas is one of 
“identity of name,’ and things become true absolutes, 
relative only to one another. The world of Ideas (we find this 
objection again in Aristotle) is therefore a superfluous double 
of our world, and Knowledge-in-itself, the only kind adapted 
to Things-in-themselves, can belong to God alone, who, thus 
shut off in a sphere of another kind than ours, will be as 
unknowable to us as we are to him. 

But does this mean that we must abandon the determina- 
tion of essences ? If so, we shall not know what to take hold 
of, and it will be the ruin of all dialectical inquiry. The 
question is rather, ‘‘ how one must conceive of the existence ”’ 
of Ideas, and one must be in a position to follow one’s opponent 
down to the very heart of his objections. Theory, the result 
of a magnificent “‘ flight ’’ towards the intelligible, should have 
been preceded by an “ exercise ’’ by which it was put to the 
test. So the object of the very much longer second part of 
the Parmenides, the dialectical part, is that indicated at the 
beginning of the first part: the application of Zenon’s 
dialectic to intelligible reality (135 c ff.). Certainly we cannot 
here ‘‘ play’ with Plato “the complicated game ”’ entailed 
by that application. But it furnishes such a significant 
instance of the agile subtlety of the Greek spirit that we must 
give at least an outline of it. Whatever the Idea considered 
may be, One or Many, Being or Not-being, Likeness or Un- 
likeness, Movement or Rest, Generation or Corruption, in 
respect of each in turn one takes up a “ position,” affirmative 
or negative, and one asks ‘“‘ what follows ’’ from each of these 

8) 
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positions, both for the Idea, when affirmed and when denied, 
in respect of itself and in respect of its opposite, and also, in 
the same way, for the opposite Idea in respect of the first. 
So, in each case, there are two positions and eight consequences. 
The fact that Parmenides undertakes to apply this method to 
his own thesis of Unity (187 b) seems to prove that Plato is 
now calling on Eleaticism to examine its conscience, as he 
examined his own a while ago. Nevertheless, the application 
of the method is more general, for, as we have seen, it concerns 
all Ideas, whatever they may be, and the very notion of 
partaking. The conclusion, then, would seem to be that 
Eleaticism is too narrow and the theory of Ideas too vague, 
but, if the former widens its point of view, it will prepare the 
way for a new theory of Ideas. 


Vy 
Tue Last Form or Puato’s PHILOSOPHY 


1. His Oral Teaching, according to Aristotle. The last stage 
of Plato’s thought, to which we have seen him gradually 
travelling, is known to us not only from the last dialogues, but 
from the evidence of Aristotle, who entered the Academy 
about the time when they were written. This evidence is 
found chiefly in the first and the two last books of the Meta- 
physics. In addition, Aristotle, like other disciples of the 
school, wrote out the master’s lessons On the Good, which he 
calls his “ unwritten teachings.’’ Lastly, he wrote a book On 
Ideas, which seems to have been a critical exposition of the 
doctrine. It is true that Aristotle’s indications are often very 
obscure, and sometimes they may refer to Xenocrates, who 
was Scholarch of the Academy when Aristotle was directing 
the Lyceum. Yet they are of great interest, even if we confine 
ourselves to those in which Plato is named or quite clearly 
meant.’ They give us information, imperfect though it may 
be, about doctrines which are hardly indicated in the last 
dialogues but help one to understand them, forming a necessary 
introduction to them. Even where the matter of the teaching 
is identical on both sides, they teach us that the vocabulary 

1 Cf. Bonitz, Index Aristot., art. II\drwv, and, on what follows, CXxX. 
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of teaching had its special terms.! Lastly, the character of 
the last writings themselves becomes more precise when, in 
accordance with the conception of the written word set forth 
in the Phaedros, we regard them as recalling or commenting 
on the oral teaching done inside the school. 

When Aristotle analyses the “ Platonists’’’ theory of 
Ideas, thinking chiefly, there is no doubt, of Xenocrates, he 
includes among the things of which there can be no Idea 
those which, involving “‘ before ”’ and “‘ after,’’ form an ordered 
series. So arithmetical numbers and geometrical figures do 
not presuppose an Idea of Number or Figure in general. What 
they presuppose is a definite plurality of such Ideas, them- 
selves arranged in a certain order of rank. Now, the numbers 
and figures of the mathematician are only abstract notions, 
each of which can be repeated in an infinite number of 
examples. They are, therefore, “intermediate,” as the Republic 
said (511d). But they are intermediate (and this is expressly 
referred to Plato) between the sensible numbers and figures 
and the “‘ Ideas ’’ of Numbers and Figures. These Ideas, like 
all others, are true substances, each having its own nature 
and quality, unable to be divided into elements which could 
be transported hither and thither, and consequently “ un- 
composed.’ The ‘‘ Ideal Numbers ”’ are therefore the forms or 
types of the Numbers; Three or the Triad is the form or 
type of all threes, Four or the Tetrad is that of all fours, and 
so on to the last Idea required to explain all possible numbers, 
Ten or the Decad, the perfect number of the Pythagoreans. 
The same may be said of the Ideal Figures, the Line, the 
Triangle, the Regular Tetrahedron, the individual patterns of 
all possible figures. 

Every Idea results from two principles, one passive and 
material, the “ Infinite ’’ or Indeterminate, perhaps also called 
the “ Unequal,’ and the other active and formal, the One, 
identical with Being or the Good, and perhaps called “ the 
Equal.” Of a truth, while the former of these principles allows 
of no specification (for the point, far from being a principle, 
is only a “‘ geometrical fiction ’’), the latter certainly seems to 
involve distinct specifications, according as it is a matter 
of Number-Ideas or Figure-Ideas—the “ indefinite Dyad 
of Great and Small ”’ in the first case and that of ‘‘ Long and 


1 E.g., Phys., iv. 2, 209 b 11-16, 
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Short, Wide and Narrow, High and Low ”’ in the second. The 
mysteries of this kind of ‘‘ metamathematical ’’ theogony are 
hard to penetrate. It will be enough to observe that in the 
case of Numbers the Dyad represents the indeterminate 
duplicative power of the plus or the minus; that neither the 
Dyad nor One is part of the series of Numbers, the first term 
of which is Two, the first limitation of the double infinite by 
One, Three being thus the first odd number. Therefore the 
Ideas have matter in them, and are compounds and engendered 
products. Moreover, in the whole scale of Ideas, it seems 
that the Numbers and Figures are highest, and serve in their 
turn as patterns to the constitution of all the rest. Lastly, 
since, as we have seen, the matter of Ideas is partly extension, 
which even implies, in addition, an indefinite mobility, it 
seems that the Living-in-itself constituted by the action of 
the One on the primary Length, Breadth, and Depth is the 
Ideal Cosmos itself, the universe of Ideas. 

Next, since the material principle remains fundamentally 
the same, that is, an “ incorporeal’’ extension, a mobile in- 
determinate between contraries, a not-being which is the 
principle of evil, and the Ideas in their turn take the place of 
the One as a principle of determination, then another Cosmos, 
our sensible world, will result. For Aristotle says that, in 
Plato’s view, since the modes of knowledge in our soul must 
answer to the degrees of its object in being, there must be an 
analogy between sensation and the number of the solid, 4, 
between opinion, which goes indifferently from the true to 
the false, and the number of the surface, 8, between reasoning 
knowledge and the single direction of the right line, whose 
number is 2, and between the intuition of the intellect and 
Unity. Now, Aristotle connects this theory with the doctrine 
of the Timaeos on the constitution of the “‘ Soul of the world,”’ 
which must have a natural sense of harmony, to introduce it 
into its own revolution round its objects and into the revolu- 
tions of the sky. Thus the soul is not only “ the place of 
Ideas,’’ but “* what moves itself ’’ and moves everything else. 
It does this according to geometrical figures and musical 
numbers, and therefore seems, with the whole of mathematics, 
to be the connexion between the world of Ideas and the world 
of sense. 

Such, in a brief summary, is the mathematical symbolism 
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which, according to the evidence of Aristotle, constituted 
Plato’s teaching at the end of his life. Pythagorean inspira- 
tion is plain. But what is most significant is the idea of an 
order of rank among realities; the idea of their synthetic 
construction, starting from two principles, one of which 
determines the other; the idea of a connexion between the 
intelligible pattern and the sensible copy by the intermediacy 
of a soul which is living mathematics, astronomy, and music. 


2. The Sophist and Statesman ; Philebos. The impression 
given by Aristotle's evidence is that the teaching of Plato is, 
in its main lines, very much systematized. This impression is 
confirmed by the scholastic rigidity of the last dialogues. 
Therefore kinship of points of view is more important in them 
than chronological order; so it is desirable not to separate 
the Philebos from the Sophist and the Statesman (Politikos). 
Moreover, the two latter are explicitly given as sequels to the 
Theaetetos, with which they form a trilogy. Lastly, by giving 
the lead in the conversation to a stranger from Elea (without 
however, excluding Socrates), Plato seems to want to connect 
them with the Parmenides, so that, if the Parmenides aims at 
a reformation of Eleaticism, it is in these dialogues that it 
must be sought. 

The Parmenidecs contained a definitive criticism of the 
transcendent, mystical dialectic which had been extolled 
chiefly in the Phaedon and Symposium; the Theaetetos had 
laid chief stress on the problem of the analysis of knowing ; 
the Phaedros demanded, after the synoptic “ bringing to- 
gether ’’ of plurality in the unity of the Idea, an analytical 
‘“‘division’’ of that unity. This transformation of dialectic 
is well brought out in the Sophist and Statesman. Have we 
to clear up the confusion in which the essence of the Sophistic 
doctrine is presented to us? The appropriate method for 
this inquiry may first be tried on a simpler matter, such as 
angling. Is it an art, or not? It is an art. So a first step 
takes the mind at once to a very wide generality, in which it 
sees, again all at once, whether the matter in question is 
understood or not. But now we must know how it is con- 
nected with that gencrality, and what is its exact place or 
rank in it. Are there two kinds of arts, some productive, such 
as agriculture, tool-making, etc., and the others acquisitive, 
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such as hunting, the sciences, etc.; or are there not? Does 
not angling clearly belong to the second kind? This point 
being granted, one at once sees the necessity for a further sub- 
division, between the two terms of which one must again 
choose, and so on until, from dichotomy to dichotomy, we 
come to a point where we can lay our finger on the kind of art 
which angling is. The same method is analysed and used in 
the same spirit in the Statesman, as being eminently fitted to 
safeguard us against ill-balanced classifications which oppose, 
on the same plane, a very small species and a huge, hastily 
constituted genus. Why does Plato consider technical 
activities of all sorts with so much attention ? Because they 
are systematized activities, in which the function of every tool 
and the part played by every operation or stage of an operation 
are exactly defined in relation to one another and to the whole, 
which is itself defined by the object to be attained (258 b ff,, 
279 a ff.). 

Plato’s predilection for the method of division, accompany- 
ing a new conception of dialectic, and the important place 
which he gave this process in the exercises of his school, are 
very well explained at the beginning of the Philebos. There 
he speaks solemnly of a method for which he has long been 
earnestly seeking, which is implied by every scientific or 
technical invention, and which, if properly understood, will 
at last settle the ancient conflict of the One and the Many. 
For in all things there are the One and the Other, “ limit ”’ 
(wépas) and “ limitlessness’’ (a7e:pia). But we must be 
careful not “to make ‘one’ haphazard’ nor to pass im- 
mediately from one to the infinite. Consequently, after 
having discovered the unity of the essence to which the thing 
under consideration is attached, we shall look for two other 
essences, or more, which, as it were, ‘‘ ensue ’”’ from it, and we 
shall treat each of them as we treated the initial unity. Thus, 
little by little, we shall have determined the number of unities 
which it contains. For we must not apply the essence of the 
Infinite to this internal multiplicity, before we have perceived 
“the number” which is that multiplicity, that is, all the 
‘* intermediaries ’’ which separate the unity of the essence 
from the infinity of the individuals. This infinity is brought 
down to a definite system, each element in which is itself a 
definite object of knowledge and one of the classes or kinds 
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into which the unity of the essence has been divided. To sum 
up, Platonic “‘ Division,” which is the methodical enumeration 
of the internal relations which constitute an essence, the 
exact measurement of these relations, and the application of 
the finite to the infinite by a regulated progression, has only 
the appearance of an analysis ; it is an attempt at a synthetic, 
progressive method. Whatever may be the force of Aristotle’s 
objections to it, just as a logical process, at least it does not 
seem to have meant in his eyes an abandonment of the theory 
of Ideas. Regularly to ‘‘ subordinate” every ‘‘ form ”’ (e?So¢) to 
those under which it comes is, no doubt, to contemplate it 
as a “kind”’ (eos), but it is also to “isolate”’ it in its 
‘‘ nakedness ’’ and to contemplate it “in itself’’ (Pol., 304 a, 
d-c), that is, as a substantial type. 

It is, however, quite true that the dialectic whose char- 
acteristic process is Division is something very different from 
the practical discipline of which Plato formerly spoke ; it is a 
translation into terms of intelligence of the ontological 
relations of the Intelligibles with one another. It is no more 
a question of connecting two worlds of different kinds, but of 
knowing how the realities of the same kind in the same world, 
that of Ideas, are connected or not connected with one another. 
So the theory of Ideas is transformed. Plurality and relation 
are introduced into the Eleatic logical theory—that is the 
essence of the reformation. Thus Plato opposes both the 
monism of the pure Eleatics and the logical atomism of the 
Eleatizing Socratics of Megara. As for his Pythagorean 
arithmology, it is perhaps not so predominant as one might be 
tempted to suppose; it merely supplies the new theory of 
Ideas with a method of representation and expression. 

The problem raised by the Theaetetos in the field of know- 
ledge is raised by the Sophist in the ficld of ontology. It is the 
problem of illusion—of seeming without being, of taking the 
false for the true, of distinguishing doubtful opinion from 
knowledge. If Not-being is absolutely nothing, if one cannot 
make it “a something ’”’ without contradicting oneself, then 
false appearance and error are inconceivable. Against the 
Eleatics, therefore, we must allow that, somehow, Not-being 
is, and that, correlatively, Being somehow is not. Moreover, 
to define Being is as hard as to define Not-being ; either it is 
& pure indeterminate, of which one must deny all that is not 
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it, or it is torn by the conflict of contrary determinations. 
Instead of blindly concluding from this that Judgement and 
attribution are impossible, and so denying all discourse, we 
must rather show how Not-being is not separated from 
Being (237 b ff.). 

Now, three hypotheses are possible regarding the “ com- 
munication ’’ of the kinds (eidos) with one another. Either 
none partakes of any; thus Being is neither moved nor at 
rest. But to deny relation of Being is to posit relation—an 
internal contradiction. Or else any kind partakes of any kind. 
But then Movement is Rest and vice versa, and we have chaos 
for the intelligence. Or, lastly, certain kinds partake of certain 
kinds, while others do not. This is the right hypothesis. 
Therefore, just as grammar and music determine what letters 
or sounds agree or disagree with one another, so there must be 
a@ science which will say what essences suit each other and 
what do not, which are principles of union and which are 
principles of separation (251 c ff.). Therefore it is to a new 
conception of partaking that the new dialectic corresponds. 

To explain this new sort of partaking, Plato is content to 
consider some of the “‘ greatest ’’ kinds, in other words, some 
of the highest in the scale of Ideas—Being, Movement, Rest. 
Between Movement and Rest no communication is possible. 
But separately both are—that is, both partake of Being. 
Moreover, each of these three kinds is “ other’”’ than the 
others, and “ the same ”’ as itself. They therefore partake of 
two new kinds—the Other and the Same. So we have five 
primary kinds. A subtle demonstration then establishes that 
each of them has a distinct “ nature’’ and that, therefore, 
their number is irreducible ; they call one another synthetic- 
ally, but they are not confused with one another. Now, if 
they are distinct from one another, each being itself, it is 
because they all partake of the Other, or, in other words, this 
last “ nature ”’ is found in all the kinds, as being “ the not- 
being’ of that which they are. Let us therefore say of 
Being itself that, as often as other things are by partaking of 
it, “ just so often it is not.”’ So, “in each of the Ideas, Being 
is much,’’ since the Idea is what it is, “‘ but Not-being is 
infinite in quantity,”’ since the Idea is other than everything 
else (254 ¢ ff.). 

This dialectical analysis leads Plato to a result of con- 
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siderable importance. In defining “‘ the other than Being ”’ as 
the total negation of Being, Parmenides had given the 
principle of contradiction an absolute sense. For Plato, on 
the contrary, the ‘“‘ not-being”’ of every “ being”’ is, no less 
than that being, a reality, opposed to it; Not-being is “ the 
Other divided up among all things in relation to one another.” 
So, before Aristotle, Plato gives the principle of contradiction 
its true meaning. If, with Not-being, we abolish the relation 
of essences, judgement and speech become impossible, and 
there is no longer any distinction between true and false. If, 
on the contrary, Not-being is mingled with judgement and 
speech, false discourse will be that which enunciates what is not 
as being, or the Other as the Same. 

Now, on the one hand, every discourse determines a 
certain connexion of nouns and verbs, which has a meaning, 
and, on the other, every discourse is ‘‘ the discourse of some- 
thing.”” What it translates is the silent conversation of the 
soul with itself in which thought consists; so the thought, 
before the discourse is spoken, is already true or false (257 d ff.). 
It is, therefore, very important to obtain, by the use of Division, 
an exact knowledge of the real relations of the essences, in 
order that our internal dialectic may be a faithful image of the 
universe of Ideas. That is the solution which the Sophist 
gives of the problem of error which the Theaetetos, not having 
analysed the nature of Not-being, necessarily left unsettled. 

On the constitution of that universe of ideas, the Sophist 
and Philebos give indications which are illuminated by the 
evidence of Aristotle on the Living-in-itself. Absolute im- 
mobility, Plato says in the former dialogue, is inconceivable 
in respect of ‘‘ Being which is the All’ and “‘ which is wholly ”’ 
(ro twayredws ov); for how could it not possess ‘ intellect,”’ 
and therefore a soul, and therefore how could it not be living ? 
Conversely, if it were incessantly moving, there would no 
longer be any permanence in the relations of things or in their 
modality or in their nature. It seems, too, that this living 
universe of absolute Being must be God ; against the mechan- 
istic conception of a spontaneous cause, devoid of thought, 
Plato forcibly urges the divine cause, which is accompanied by 
‘thought ’”’ and “a knowledge, the principle of which is in 
a god "' (247 d ff., 265 c ff.). To these conceptions the Timaeos 
will give occasion to return, | 


218 HUMAN CULTURE 


The Philebos, no less enigmatic, furnishes even more 
abundant suggestions. It speaks (with examples all taken 
from experience, it is true) of five classes or kinds (eidos), as 
in the Sophist, the fifth being left to be determined later. But 
the classes of the Philebos are not classes of Being, but seem 
to correspond to some of the most important functions, active 
or passive, of which Being is capable—the Being defined in 
the Sophist (247 d-e) as acting and being acted upon—whether 
one considers it in its principles or as a reality. They are, 
first, those two principles of everything which we considered 
above—Limit and the Unlimited. Limit stops and fixes the 
oscillating movement of the Unlimited between the more and 
the less, the strong and the weak, the too much and the too 
little, so as to determine the “‘ measured’’ and the ‘* how 
much ’’—equal, double, triple, etc., in short, terms which have 
‘“‘ proportion and agreement.” This action of Limit on the 
Unlimited, so similar to that of the One on the double infinite 
of Great and Small in Aristotle, then produces “ generation into 
reality (yeéveris ets ovciav), effected by the measure introduced 
by Limit.”’ These “ realities which have come into being,”’ 
these ‘‘ mixtures,”’ the ‘‘ offspring ”’ of the union of the highest 
principles, are surely (apart from sensible things, which 
Aristotle declares to be the products of the determination of 
matter by the Idea) the Ideas themselves. For there is in 
them something of the Same and of the Other, and the 
determination necessary on the edge of an ocean of indeter- 
mination. Fourthly, the Cause required by Mixture, what 
‘“* causes it to be born ”’ or “‘ makes ”’ it, is distinct both from 
these mixtures and from what is in them. Now, our world 
shows organization. Its body and the elements of its body 
depend on perfect elements and a perfect body, which are 
those of the universe, and the life of this perfect body supposes 
a soul, which is essentially ‘“ wisdom and intellect, a royal 
intellect’ such as is required, in Zeus, by the proper 
‘function’? of the Cause. Must this function not be the 
thought of the Living-in-itself, the Mind of Anaxagoras at 
last given its true destination, or, what comes to the same 
thing, the action of the Ideas, reflected in a demiurgic 
thought? The fifth class has as its function to disassociate 
the Mixtures. That is all that Plato says of it. But we 
may note that such an operation is that of Division, 
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analysing the synthetic working which constitutes the Idea 
(23 b ff.). 

The idea of measure has become the pivot of Plato’s 
philosophy. Now, the Statesman (283 e ff.) distinguishes 
between two “ arts of measurement.”’ The science of measure- 
ment, with regard to “‘ excess and shortage,” can be considered 
either in the techniques of science and art, which measure their 
object by comparison with a unit of measure, or in an infinitely 
subtler form, in which it is taste in the arts or the intuition 
which inspires the philosopher even in his most exactly 
regulated processes. The more precise inquiries into “ exact- 
ness ’’ promised in this passage are probably those given in 
the last pages of the Philebos. The chief object of that 
dialogue (68 e) was to discover what is “ the most beautiful 
mixture, that most free of sedition,” and that which can best 
‘* enable us to divine what is the essence of good for man and 
for the whole universe.’ What is the “ proportion,” or law, 
of this mixture, what is the “‘ incorporeal order ”’ which makes 
its beauty ? Now, standing thus in the “ forehall”’ of the 
dwelling in which the Good is hidden, we see first, as a con- 
dition of the conservation of the mixture, measure, then 
Beauty or cacellence, as an expression of the “ proportioned 
fitness ’’ by which the mixture is perfect, and lastly Truth, the 
condition of ontological reality. These are the three Ideas in 
which we perceive the Good, the “ cause ”’ of the mixture and 
of the goodness of the mixture. Therewith we also see the 
scale of dignity of the other mixtures, according as they are 
more closely ‘“‘ akin’”’ to that mixture or are more lacking in 
that which makes its inestimable value (61 a ff.). 

These ideas also make a great difference to the conception 
of morality. It is no longer a matter, in the Philebos, of 
breaking with the body or mortifying life. The object, already 
indicated in Book VI of the Republic (above, p. 192), is to 
determine the elements of a ‘“‘ mixed ”’ and ‘“‘ measured ”’ life, 
putting each element in its rank. At the threshold of this 
life, let us place a door-keeper to admit those who have a 
right to enter and to stop others and prevent confusion. 
Thus the pleasures will go in last, and not all pleasures will be 
admitted, but only those which are both “ true’ and “ pure ”’ 
——that is, not mixed with pain, such as those given by know- 
ledge or certain sounds, colours, or forms; to these we shall 
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add those which result from health and the moderate exercise 
of our various activities. If pleasure is not entitled to the 
first rank, which some would give it (doubtless Eudoxos, 
rather than the Cyrenaics), it is because its essence is “‘ absence 
of measure ”’ (auerpia) and, since it always contains the more 
and the less, it is of the class of the Infinite and Becoming. To 
be a reality, it must tend towards a good, from which it is 
therefore distinct, and must, receiving a limit, be, contrary to 
its nature, “‘ in possession of a measure ”’ (éuuerpia). In that 
they bring this measure, intelligence and knowledge, in all 
their forms, will be welcomed in the mixture, but not all in 
the same rank. Their dignity will be the greater as their 
portion of the pure thought which calculates and measures is 
greater, and that of empiricism is less. In the first rank 
dialectic will enter, for its object is that which is most “‘ exact,” 
clearest, purest, and truest ; in the second rank—and doubt- 
less in this order—will come the sciences, the arts and crafts, 
and lastly right opinions, that is, it seems, the whole gamut of 
‘‘ intermediaries ’’ which lie between the highest knowledge 
and the contradictions of pure sense-experience (81 a ff., 
59 eff.). So for the scale of dignity of beings and their functions 
there is a corresponding scale of goods. 

Lastly, this development of Plato’s thought affects his 
political views. Certainly the Statesman retains from the 
Republic an idea which he never abandons—that “ absolute 
authority in command ”’ goes to him (he is thinking of Dion) 
who has true knowledge, whether he be the King himself or 
one governing behind him. It is he who, like the “‘ divine 
shepherd ”’ in whose keeping men born of the earth used to 
live, and even (less nearly) like the god who moves the universe 
by his own motion, gives the best guidance to the “ flock ”’ of 
which he has charge, and leaves that guidance to the flock 
when it is left to itself and is far from him. But there is a very 
much greater affinity with the Laws. Disappointments have 
prepared Plato to temper the rigours of his plan of social 
reform. Besides, the application of Division has made him 
see that the political mixture is made up of a greater number 
of intermediaries. He is ready to adapt the laws to the 
changes of circumstances and to balance contrary vices in 
order to obtain the least bad mixture possible. So he con- 
ceives of the relationship of the various constitutions in a 
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manner quite different from that of the Republic. Good 
government, that of the true King, being placed apart, the 
value of the others is measured just by the equilibrium which 
they achieve. If they are subject to laws, democracy will not 
be so good as aristocracy, and aristocracy will be less good 
than monarchy or royalty, because the law of the relationship 
of parties, being determined by knowledge, is more exactly 
applied in the hands of a single man. But in states which 
have no laws the tyranny of a single man and oligarchy are 
the worst governments and democracy is the least disastrous, 
because the instability of the mixture constituting it allows 
harmful tendencies to cancel one another. 


8. Timaeos and Laws. Between the Timacos, although it 
contains a physical theory, and the Laws, although the 
Athenian Stranger speaks chiefly of legislation and religion, 
there is a real affinity; in the Timaeos and in the Laws 
(particularly in the Xth Book) we find an almost identical 
theology, cosmology, and general doctrine of the soul. 

In addition, in the Timaeos Critias sets forth in part the 
content of the dialogue which bears his name, which Plato 
did not finish—that the ideal State, whose constitution, as 
defined in Books II-V of the Republic, is recalled at the 
beginning of the dialogue, was, according to a tradition 
learned by Solon from the priests of Egypt, that under which 
the Athenians lived before the distant time when the city 
vanished in the flood which at the same time swallowed up 
their enemies the Atlanteans, who dwelled in a great island 
near the Pillars of Heracles, larger than Asia and Libya 
together. 

At this point we may define the function of the myth in 
Plato’s philosophy. This form of the “ story ”’ (mythos), which 
had been the earliest language of science, Plato adapts to 
new needs. In this way the Gorgias, Phaedon, Republic, and 
_Phaedros told the history of the soul before joining the body 
and after leaving it and its destiny in the course of its suc- 
cessive existences. The myth of the Statesman (269 a ff.), 
resumed in Book IV of the Laws (713 ff.), describes the happy 


1 Cf. Martin, Etudes sur le Timée, i. 257~333; K. T. Frost, ‘‘ The Critiag and 
Minoan Crete,” in J.H.8., xxxiii. 189 ff. ; L. Germain, ‘‘ Le Probléme de!’ Atlantide 
et la géologie,” in Ann. de Géogr., 1913; P. Termier, “ L’Atlantide,” in Bull. de 
P Inst. océanogr. de Monaco, no. 266, 1913. 
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condition of earth-born humanity in the reign of Cronos, 
before a social and political state appeared. The prehistory 
of mankind, as set forth in the myth of Atlantis, is bound up 
with the history of the earth itself, with the deluges and 
conflagrations, memories of which are preserved in the myths 
of Deucalion and Phaéthon, with all the great upheavals 
which from time to time compel the surviving men to re- 
commence all the creative effort of the industries necessary 
to life. But the Timaeos is a myth from begmning to end. 
It is so, because physical speculation is for the dialectician a 
sort of pastime, a relaxation for his thought when it has been 
reaching too long after eternal entities. He is then content 
with “ verisimilitude ”’ (exos). By a fiction, of the rashness 
of which he is well aware, he sets himself to give “‘ probable 
accounts ’’ of the work of God himself, to whose knowledge 
and power the arrangements constituting our world and the 
all that it contains are duc. But he is unable to make the 
‘* test’? which would change his conjectures into knowledge 
(59 c-d, 68 c-d). 

So we understand what is the function of the myth, and 
what is its rank among the processes of the method. It is not 
strictly an allegory or a fable, but is meant to represent a 
probable order of the succession and composition of the 
things given in experience. It is a first gleam of light shed on 
a dim region, a consistent symbolism, a system of images 
capable of representing that which is not intelligible and with 
which Dialectic cannot deal. But, if we are to link up the 
becoming which has at least had ‘a beginning, which is going 
on under our eyes and has a past history and a future, with 
that existence without history by which, as we have seen, the 
eternal Ideas are constituted from all eternity, we must have 
a suitable intermediary. That will be another set of symbols, 
those of numbers and figures, with the sciences depending on 
them, astronomy and harmony. This symbolism brings with 
it a superior light, that of proportion and measure. In short, 
the Timaeos shows in decisive fashion that myth, that is, 
history, is for Plato a necessary stage of knowledge, and that 
it is not cut completely off from either intermediate, dis- 
cursive knowledge or the pure knowing of dialectic. 

One principle dominates the cosmology of the Timaeos and 
Book X of the Laws, namely, that the world is a very beautiful 
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work of art. The mutual arrangement of things, in general 
and in detail, is not merely the result of a chance concurrence 
of causes, but is due to an intelligence which aims at the 
general good and has arranged everything “ according to 
@ premeditated design ’”’ (apovora), following a general plan 
which is as simple as possible, in order to avoid an infinite 
multiplicity of particular adjustments (80 c; x. 908 e ff.). 
Moreover, one must distinguish between “ that which always 
becomes and never is,”’ the object of crude experience and the 
opinion based on it, and ‘‘ that which always is, and has no 
becoming,” always keeping the same constituent relations, the 
object of the intellectual perception which gives its reasons. 
Now, the latter being serves as a “ pattern’ to the former ; 
so the world once began to be, and is the image of the In- 
telligible produced by Intelligence. In other words, thought, 
with art and law, the products of thought, are by nature no 
less than Nature itself (27 d ff.; x. 890d). Lastly (a develop- 
ment of an indication in the Phaedon, 99 a-b), we must 
distinguish two kinds of causes. Some are of the order of 
thought, and their operation involves premeditation of the 
effects to come; in them it is thought which moves, and by 
itself. Now, this ‘‘ divine kind of cause,’’ which is that which 
is ‘““most’’ cause, consisting in “ primary operative move- 
ments” (zpwrovpyot xwiyoes), resides in the seat of thought, 
that is, in the soul. The other kind, on the contrary, is 
constituted by “‘ subordinate ”’ causes, which get their activity 
from something else, “‘ auxiliary’ causes, ‘“‘ severed from 
thought,’’ which therefore operate “ by chance and without 
plan,” unless they are employed by the first kind of causes 
as “‘ necessary ’’ means and conditions, as a “ that without 
which ”’ in relation to “ that with a view to which” these 
causes operate; so they consist in “secondary operative 
movements "’ (devrepoupyot Kijoes), Such as hot and cold, 
heavy and light, etc. (46 c-e, 68 e, 76d; x. 897 a-b). 

Thus physical science is deductive, and is teleological ; 
the order of Necessity is subordinated to that of the Good or 
thought. If the circle of the Ecliptic is inclined on that of 
the Equator, if the stars have their revolutions, if there are 
four primary bodies, if every body in nature has such-and-such 
properties, if the head is at the top of the human body, etc., it 
is because it cannot be otherwise, that which the general 
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good requires being granted. If, too, this doctrine of final 
causes is anthropocentric, it is still in relation to that general 
good; for there must be a being capable of understanding 
the purposes of Intelligence (x. 902 b-c). 

Thought, we have just seen, is the cause par excellence, and 
it resides in a soul. Now, the soul is a generated thing, but 
the most ancient of all (Laws, xii. 967d). It must, therefore, 
have its cause in a thought which has made it. This thought 
is that of a “ craftsman,’ a Demiurge. Being devoted to 
contemplating the intelligible, unchangeable pattern, it is 
good. Therefore it wishes, by introducing “‘ order ’”’ (xdcpos) 
into that which lacks it, to produce a work which will, as far 
as possible, be a beautiful image of the pattern, but could not 
have all its beauty without being merged in it. Now, there is 
nothing more beautiful than what is alive. Therefore the 
universe, the work of the Demiurge and his most beautiful 
work, must be living. But what is most essential in what 
lives is the soul which makes it live. Therefore the first act 
of the Demiurge must have been to make a soul of the world. 
To unite the intelligible pattern to the corporeal, sensible 
copy, this soul must be a “ mixture,” into which the Demiurge 
will introduce ‘‘ indivisible essence,”’ or the absolute unity of 
every intelligible and “ divisible essence,’’ or the pure plurality 
characteristic of bodies and their becoming, and also an 
‘intermediate essence ’’ which appears to be composed in the 
same way, except that in it each of the two first elements is 
especially envisaged as being at once “same ”’ and “ other ”’ 
—it is ‘‘ existence,” with its specifications by identity and 
difference, either in the order of indivisibles (Ideas) or in that 
of divisibles (bodies). 

So the soul is a mixture, one of whose ingredients is itself 
a mixture. This complex mixture is then skufully divided and 
combined by the Demiurge according to certain numbers and 
proportions, which are those of the musical scale. Then he 
spreads out the mixture in a band, cuts it in two longwise, 
coils it round so as to make a ring, and then separates the 
two parts, setting one “‘ circle ’’ inside the other, at an incline 
to it. The outer circle Plato calls ‘“‘ the circle of the Same,” 
and it is undivided. The inner circle, the “circle of the 
Other,” is divided into seven unequal circles (the orbits of 
the planets). Since the property of the soul is “to move 


PLATO 225 


itself ’’ (x. 896 a), the two circles start to revolve of them- 
selves, the outer with a uniform motion, the inner with an 
inverse motion which has not the same speed or direction in 
all its parts, but is nevertheless governed by the supremacy 
of the circle of the Same (84 ¢c ff.). In short, in the constitution 
of that mixture which is the soul there is everything which 
we already know to be an intermediate thing—numbers and 
figures, in accordance with which it brings about the move- 
‘ments of the heavens and musical harmony. 

For the soul thus manufactured, which seems already to 
have extension, constitutes a spherical envelope to the body 
of the universe. Their centres coincide, and their movements 
are but one and the same movement, the circular movement 
of which the soul is the cause. Since that body must be 
visible and tangible, the Demiurge makes it of fire and earth, 
between which, for mathematical reasons, he inserts air and 
water. Thus he makes use of materials not made by him. 

How were they made, then? To explain this, Plato 
introduces, in addition to the intelligible pattern and the 
sensible copy, a third term—a “‘universal receptacle ”’ (vod ox, 
mavoexés), Which he also calls a ‘‘ malleable mass,” or, again, 
the kind of the “ eternal place,’ or space (x#pa). It is hard to 
imagine its nature, for it is neither sensible nor intelligible ; 
we only come at it “‘ by a bastard reasoning.”’ In other words, 
all that we know of it is that it is impossible to explain the 
existence of a world of bodies and becoming without it. For 
a becoming must be the becoming of a something, which has 
no other nature than that of all becoming. It must be in itself 
““ without form,’’ but, like an ingot of gold to which all kinds 
of shapes can be given, it must be able to receive all forms. 
It must not be such-and-such a movement in a given direction, 
but mobility and instability themselves, or, as Plato says, 
‘““the wandering cause.’’ Lastly, it must not be a necessity 
organized for purposes, but naked ‘“ Necessity.’”’ It has 
rightly been regarded as an anticipation of the extension of 
Descartes ;1 its essence, always identical with itself, is 
“to be’’ absolute indetermination. And yet it seems to 
change incessantly, taking on a thousand ‘‘ manners’”’ of 
being in turn, becoming hot here, wet there, solid somewhere 
else, so assuming the “ appearance”’ of what we call fire, 

1 On this question, see CXXII, pp. 39 n. 2, 44, 46 ff., 61 ff. 
Pp 
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water, earth, and yet never being “this” or “ that.’’ Now, 
the “‘ origin ’’ of these states or changes of state of the formless 
mass is “ external’’ to it, for otherwise it would lose its 
fundamental indetermination. Their origin is in unchange- 
able realities, intelligible forms, each of which “ is in itself and 
depends only on itself,’’ whose purity would be diminished by 
a receptacle which was not itself devoid of all form. By 
receiving from these forms (for example, from the Idea of 
Fire) an ‘impression,’ matter becomes all things, which 
are, therefore, ‘‘ imitations of the eternal entities.”’ So, in 
relation to that “mother” or “nurse of generation,’ the 
Ideas, Being, play the part of the ‘“‘ father.” The universe, 
or Becoming, is their “ image,” the “ child ’’ who takes after 
them both (yera€v). 

This exposition of the Timaeos (48 ¢ ff.) represents one 
aspect of the new theory of partaking ; it attempts to account 
for the connexion of the sensible with the intelligible, and for 
their opposition, which is not properly one of nature, but lies 
in the manner or degree of being and between the dependent 
and the independent. Furthermore, Aristotle observes (cf. 
above, p. 211 n. 1) that the matter of the Timaeos, “ the 
partaking ’’ or “ receptive,’ is what, in his oral teaching, 
Plato called “ the Large and Small.” . 

That, then, is the work of the divine Craftsman of the 
universe. Whether we interpret this cosmogony symbolically, 
with Xenocrates, Crantor, and others, or otherwise, at least 
the Demiurge, the organizing thought, doubtless residing in a 
soul, which would be the “‘ place of the Ideas ”’ which he uses 
as his pattern, seems to represent the power which causes 
and fructifies intelligible realities. But before he sets to work, 
brute Necessity, or pure mechanism, has already effected a 
certain sorting out in the mobile chaos of the primary matter. 
The shocks by which that material is constantly shaken 
produce in it, in the confusion of the determinations which 
it assumes by chance, separations and unions, as among the 
grains whirled about pell-mell under the winnowing-fan. So 
the first collocations of things take place of themselves, and 
by them fire, earth, air, and water are made distinct. There- 
fore the matter on which the Demiurge works has already 
started to organize itself, mechanically, and this secondary 
matter contributes to connecting the perfect order of the 
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world of Ideas to its sensible image. In it, therefore, we should 
find the intermediate reality of mathematical things; and, 
indeed, the first physical determinations form geometrically 
in pure extension. For, if, at least, we abstain from rising 
higher (53 d; i.e. to the ideal Figures, apparently), the 
‘ elements ” («rorxeia) of things are not what we call elements. 
The true elements of every body, that is, of every solid, can 
only be surfaces, and, in particular, the simplest of plane 
rectilinear surfaces. They are, then, right-angled triangles, 
either isosceles or scalene, the latter allowing of great variety 
and being capable of grouping in equilateral triangles. From 
the composition of these triangles in each kind the “ syllables ”’ 
of things result, that is, regular polyhedrons, each of which 
represents the elemental molecule of one of these primary 
bodies and by its figure determines the physical and chemical 
properties of that body. 

Thus, fire is the most mobile and penetrating of all, because 
it is made of regular tetrahedrons or pyramids, which are 
like arrow-heads. The body of air is the octahedron, or two 
pyramids on square bases, by which they are joined. That of 
water is the icosahedron. Earth is the cube; hence its lack 
of mobility. But, since earth is the only solid made up of 
isosceles triangles, it is the only one which merely mixes with 
others and resists the incessant transformations of the others. 
The others, as a result of their reactions and by means of 
shiftings of parts which are easy to conceive, produce the most 
varied combinations, homogeneous in composition or other- 
wise, and in variable proportions. On the subject of the fifth 
regular polyhedron, the dodecahedron, which is closest to 
the sphere, Plato is very mysterious. God, he says, used it 
“to paint the picture of the universe.’ It does not, there- 
fore, belong to the order of Necessity, but to that of In- 
telligence. The number of its pentagonal surfaces recalls the 
twelve signs of the Zodiac, which are like an ‘‘ adornment ” 
of the sky; it may, therefore, constitute the body in which 
the stars move, namely, the ether (52 d-55 c).! 

In addition to its motive function, the soul of the world 
has a function of knowledge, whose connexion with the other 
is indeed baffling to a modern mind. The circles of the Same 
and the Other, which, as we have seen, represent the celestial 


1 Cf. Rep., vii. 529 b-c; Hpinomis, 981 o. 
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Equator and Ecliptic, within which the body of the universe 
is inscribed, are also the circles along which the operations of 
its thought take place. They bring it into relation, now with 
the sensible, that is, with the essence which is divided in 
accordance with corporeal becoming, and now with the 
indivisibility of the intelligible. In each case, it judges, under 
various relations or “‘ categories,’’ with what every object of 
its thought is identical and from what it is different ; it makes 
specifications in the domain of things as well as in that of 
Ideas. From the revolution which touches the indivisible, 
pure thought and knowledge are born; from the other, 
sensation and opinion (37 a-c). This is a consequence of the 
intermediate nature of the soul, which unites two modes of 
being in virtue of its mathematical constitution. It is also a 
consequence of the principle, often asserted in the Timaeos and 
well brought out by Aristotle, that that which knows must be 
like that which is known. In virtue of this likeness, it seems 
that perfection of the relations within the object is correlative 
to a like perfection in the knowing it. Consequently, if the 
world, being included in the cosmic soul and being its very 
substance, goes wrong in its movement, the same must happen 
in its cognitive function. 

So we have the distinction (Laws, x. 896 ff.) of a second 
soul of the world, which is bad and obeys “ unreason ’’ instead 
of obeying thought. But it does not seem to be the distinct, 
co-existent creation of a bad Demiurge, a kind of Satan ; this 
hypothesis is explicitly excluded by the Statesman (269 e ff.). 
It is rather a second state of the soul of the world, into which 
it falls when, as is said in the same dialogue (273 b), it forgets 
the teaching of its maker. For movement can exist without 
the soul, since it exists wherever uniformity and equilibrium 
are absent (7'1m., 57 e); so there is no need for a soul, to 
explain the movement in brute necessity or the primary 
matter. The movement whose principle is the soul (in virtue 
of the diversity of the soul itself), is directed or governed 
movement. But its direction may be falsified and its good 
order impaired. Now, before Aristotle, Plato made important 
distinctions in this movement. On the one hand, there is 
spontaneous and natural movement, which seems to be 
perfect, circular movement, that which excludes change of 
place; on the other, there is communicated, dependent 
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movement. The latter includes five kinds—“ transference,’’ 
either by advance along a single axis or by revolution, collision 
of a moving thing with a motionless thing and change of 
direction, composition of movements, increase and decrease 
pure and simple, and generation and corruption, which are 
the two preceding kinds plus the substitution of a new manner 
of being of the thing. The spontaneous, truly primary move- 
ment is that which is the essence of the universal soul. Now, 
in this movement itself, by the side of determinations which 
readily lend themselves to the authority of thought—the acts 
of willing, reflecting and foreseeing, judging truly or falsely, all 
the intermediate domain of Ovy0; and dofa—there are other 
determinations which belong to appetite and passion—joy and 
pain, confidence and fear, love and hate (x. 892 a ff.). It is 
because they exist, strange as it may seem, in the soul of the 
cosmic living being, that that soul is able to disobey the rule 
of Thought and, drifting about as Necessity drives it, to fall 
into irregularities which upset the world and cause catastrophes 
in it. 

So we have, side by side, a blind mechanism of Necessity 
and a teleological dynamism of Thought, the world being, 
normally, the subordination of the first to the second, of the 
body to a wise and good soul. We must now follow the 
development of its becoming, of which only the main lines have 
been drawn. Wishing to complete the likeness of his work to 
the eternal pattern (87 c ff.), the Demiurge conceives a develop- 
ment of the becoming of the world in a “ mobile image ”’ of 
undivided eternity, the image itself being capable of division 
and enumeration—that is, time. So divided time, as con- 
trasted with single duration, appears with the universe ; if 
the universe were ever to perish, that time would end with it. 
But to measure time the most useful “ instruments ”’ are the 
movements of the stars. The Demiurge therefore proceeds to 
make stars. They have a soul, there can be no doubt of it 
(88 c, 40 a, 41 a; Laws, xii. 967 a-b), with its two circles of 
movement and knowledge. If Plato does not explain how 
these astral souls are made, is it not because they are simply 
the universal soul, but individualized in perfect bodies ? 
That, no doubt, is the only plurality which the universal soul 
can be given, since that plurality can be reduced to the unity 
of the revolution of the intellect, or of the whole heavens 
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(x. 897 c, 898 c-d). To these souls he gives appropriate bodies, 
fiery and spherical. That being so, the uniform revolution of 
the heaven of the fixed stars on the circle of the Same (the 
Equator), accompanied by the rotation of the stars on their 
Own axes, produces the succession of days and nights, the 
universal measure of time. Meanwhile, on the circle of the 
Other (the Ecliptic), the planets accomplish various revolu- 
tions, which are secondary measures of time, solar years, the 
year of each of the othcr planets, and the Great Year which 
brings all the planets back together to their common starting- 
point.1' These are “ the gods of the gods ”’ (Oeo: Oewv). 

But in creating them the Demiurge has still produced the 
image of only one of the kinds which are in the Living-in- 
itself, his pattern. Then, taking the stars as auxiliary 
demiurges, he explains his “ decrees’’ to them. If, in spite 
of their composition, they are to escape from death, it is not, 
as in Book X of the Republic, in virtue of the intrinsic good- 
ness of the mixture constituting their souls, but because the 
goodness of the Craftsman who has made them cannot wish 
for the destruction of his masterpiece. Yet, “in order that 
the All may really be an all,” and that every degree of being 
may be represented in it, there must be mortal living beings, 
but the Demiurge must not be the author of their souls, or 
they would be divine and there would be no degrees of 
inferiority. He therefore commits the making of them to his 
helpers. Nevertheless, since there must be something im- 
mortal in them, that is, something divine and “ directing,’ he 
himself makes the seed of them with what is left over of the 
elements used for the soul of the world; but he mixes them 
less exactly. He divides the mixture into as many portions 
as there are stars, and entrusts the gods of those stars with the 
task of placing a portion of this psychic substance in appro- 
priate individual bodies, after adding two mortal souls to it, 
one volitive and one appetitive. When this compound, being 
the work of inferior demiurges, is dissolved, the immortal part, 
at last released from individuality, will be returned to the 
original sidereal store (41 a ff.). Here we have the outline of 
an astrology, other indications of which have already appeared. 


1 It is a difficult and much-disputed question, whether Plato at the end of his 
life abandoned the geocentric hypothesis and that of a motionless earth. Cf. 
XXIU, 174 ff., for the negative, and XU, 347 ff., for the affirmative. 
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But we also find here a conception which has a very important 
place in Plato’s later philosophy—that of decreasing excellence 
from a higher form of Being through a long series of inter- 
mediaries. 

Before considering other developments of this conception, 
we must dwell on the mechanical aspect of Plato’s physics. 
For in them Necessity keeps an independent réle, even after 
the Demiurgic thought has begun to act. That thought having 
given the world the shape of a sphere, the world “ tends by 
nature to gather together upon itself.” It therefore compresses 
the particles of the primary bodies and the composites formed 
by these particles. It is a general process of “‘ compression,”’ 
by which “ emptinesses”’ are filled up wherever they exist. 
It determines, in relation to the volume of the molecules or 
their aggregates, a continual movement of “ thrust,’’ unions 
and separations, penetrations and expulsions, advances and 
retreats, risings and fallings, etc. (58 a-c). In fact, it deter- 
mines an immense variety of necessary actions and reactions, 
by means of which Plato explains the transformations of the 
primary bodies, the qualities of things (among which, be it 
noted, he includes heaviness and hghtness, purely relative 
qualities), the feelings of pleasure and pain, and the special 
sensations. But the mechanism of Necessity can also be made 
to serve the purposes of the Demiurge and his helpers. The 
operation by which these latter determine the functions and 
working of the organs in the bodies of mortal living creatures 
would, above all, furnish significant examples; nutrition, 
circulation, respiration, etc., are explained in the same spirit 
as purely physical phenomena, such as the action of the 
cupping-glass or the magnet. Old age and death are likewise 
explained by mechanical action. These effects, lastly, are 
connected with the intentional placing of each soul in a suitable 
part of the body—the divine soul in the head, the volitive soul 
in the breast, and the appetitive soul in the belly, the neck and 
diaphragm serving as an isthmus and a wall respectively 
between them. 

Thus, in order to account for all physical becoming, 
Plato’s teleology throughout supposes movements of divisible 
extension in the successive moments of time. Yet his 
mechanism is quite different from that of the Atomists. For, 
first, he subordinates it on principle to the action of a pro- 
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vidential thought, and always to the action of Form, to which 
all determination in the primary matter is due. Secondly, his 
primary elements are not solids, but surfaces, that is, geo- 
metrical rather than physical elements. Thirdly, in his view 
movement, far from having its condition in the existence of 
vacuum, takes place in a plenum, and in such a way as to 
eliminate all physical vacuum (58 a ff.). But there is, we 
should note, another vacuum, which might be called geo- 
metrical—that without which the surfaces which make up 
the primary polyhedrons would be flattened against one 
another. 

When a portion of the psychic substance is united to a 
mortal body and provided with its two inferior souls, it is 
thereby plunged into the universal mechanism. The tumultu- 
ous onrush of empirical data and the seething of nutritive 
exchanges produce in it a disordered agitation, similar to that 
of the receptacle. This is the stage of brute sensation and 
ungoverned opinion. The circle of the Same comes to a stand- 
still; that of the Other turns in wrong directions; “ un- 
reason’ is complete. Then thought disentangles the chaos, 
little by little. The wise man is he who understands (as was 
said before in the Apology, Symposium, and Theaetetos) that, 
by ‘‘ taking care of his soul,”’ by “‘ making himself immortal ”’ 
as far as he can, by “imitating” the divine “ pattern,” he 
will safeguard his human essence (e.g. Tim., 42 e ff., 89 d ff.). 
For at the beginning every soul is a human soul, and a male 
soul. What makes it lose its original virtue is its indocility 
towards its guiding daemon (90 a). A new order of excellence 
appears in the stages of the decline’ of guilty souls; at every 
generation, those which have not improved in their previous 
life take on a lower corporeal form, in relation to the nature 
‘of their faults. So, in succession, they inhabit the bodies of 
women, and then of other animals (76 d, 90 e ff.; x. 903 d ff.). 
In spite of some touches which look like sarcasm, Plato’s 
eschatology is as serious here as elsewhere. 

Indeed, it agrees very well with Plato’s views on the 
suitability of the body to the soul and with his conception of 
our liberty. He still thinks that no one is wicked of his own 
free will. But he says that one becomes wicked as a result of 
the bad condition of the body or by faults of education or of 
the political constitution (86 b ff.). This does not dispense a 
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man from the charge of guiltiness, especially when his action 
proceeds from evil intention (ix. 860 ¢c ff.). The agent must 
therefore expiate the disorder which he has caused; he is 
responsible for not having obeyed the “ government of 
thought,” for not having let himself be determined by it. He 
would have done so if he had taken more care, by hygiene and 
exercise, to preserve his body from the changes which, by 
excess or shortcoming, always constitute a “‘ violent deroga- 
tion of natural laws ”’; if he had better maintained “ balance ”’ 
in the union of mind and body (81 e ff.); if he had not, out 
of idleness and obstinacy, clung to a system of education 
and government in which reason has no part. He cannot 
be guilty of “‘ willing”’ evil; that means nothing. But he is 
guilty of permitting evil, by negligence, to establish itself in 
him. He only had to let himself be moved, like a divine 
marionette, by the pliant golden thread which, in the hands 
of a god or a philosopher, can move other less delicate con- 
nexions (i. 644 d ff.). The mistake is always to imagine that 
you are freer, the more you break away from the whole in 
which you have your place (iv. 715 e ff.; x. 903 b ff.). Now, 
in the whole, there are more goods than ills (907 b, 906 a). 
We have no right to complain of God ; he is good, he has not 
wished for evil. But he could not but permit it, as a shortage 
of being or a less good; otherwise his work would not be an 
image, but would be confused with the pattern. God, it was 
already said in the Republic, is “* mnocent of evil.” But that 
declaration was at the time accompanied by a pessimistic 
sentiment of ascetic inspiration, which seems to be wholly 
absent from the theodicy of the 7'tmaeos and Laws. 

It is impossible here to go into the details of Plato’s physics 
or his physiology. But the essential ideas of the Timaeos, to 
which the Laws as a rule add only a more vigorous formula or 
else a paraphrase, deserved our attention. The Latin School- 
men knew them very early, chiefly by the translation and 
commentary of Chalcidios, and they exercised considerable 
influence on the thought of the Middle Ages and therefore, 
indirectly, on that of modern times. On the other hand, we 
can speak more briefly about the political part of the Laws, 
however interesting it may be from the point of view of ideas 
and that of history. 


1 For more copious references, chiefly to the Laws, see CXXII, 81-8. 
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In the Laws the ideal of the Republic seems to have been 
abandoned. There is no more mention of the education of 
philosophers, nor of their government, which makes laws un- 
necessary. On the contrary, as in the Statesman, Plato says 
that laws are necessary, and he lays them down in their most 
minute details, with a frequent search after mathematical 
exactitude. The division of classes in accordance with the 
division of the soul disappears, to make way for a classification 
which is likewise into three, this time the citizens with their 
slaves, the craftsmen, and the Metics, to whom all trade is 
confined. There is no common property, but there is family 
property, inalienable and indivisible ; there are as many lots 
as there are families, and the families number 5040, because 
the first twelve numbers, except 11, go into that number 
exactly. Of the produce of the soil, two parts are assigned to 
those who till it, and the rest is put into trade. There is no 
warrior caste, but a national army. Marriages and birth are 
stull strictly controlled, but in a different spirit. The same is 
true of the common education of the young. 

Yet, when Plato institutes this agricultural State on the 
basis of legal codes which are anti-progressive like that of 
Lycurgos or obsolete like the ancient law of Athens, he is far 
from having abandoned his old ideal, the ideal which the 
Catholic Church afterwards adapted to its own needs—-that 
the “ primary city ” is that which has properly but one body 
and one soul, the almost eternal pattern, of which the 
“secondary city,” that of the Laws, can only be an image 
(v. 739 b ff.). His legislation is only a practical expedient, for, 
as he said in the Statesman also, knowledge is better than all 
laws and all arrangements (ix. 875 ¢ ff.). It is just because he 
has faith in that ideal, certain features of which he recalls at 
the end of the work, that he makes an effort to make it a 
reality, and will even be ready, if it proves necessary, to try 
a third adaptation (739 c); it is with that object that, by 
expositions of motives, he wants his laws to speak to men in 
the language of thought. He still appears to look to an 
absolute authority—here that of a tyrant endowed with every 
virtue (iv. 709 d ff.)—for the revolution needed to bring about 
a reform or a transition towards his goal. The failure and 
death of Dion have disillusioned him, and he now associates 
his monarchy of the “ King ”’ with the democratic principle 
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of drawing lots, thus seeking to reconcile liberty with authority. 
In addition, a balance of powers and a whole hierarchy of 
Councils will make up what he expected of the “‘ Scientist ”’ as 
assistant of the King. Moreover, by strictly regulated dis- 
cipline and very severe penalties which nip all danger of 
innovation and all independence of thought in the bud, he 
hopes to bring about, under the sovereignty of the law, the 
natural unity which is still the final object of his aspirations. 
Lastly, by connecting law and religion as closely as he does, 
he not only satisfies his profound belief in the universality of 
the divine order, but means to give the constraint of the law 
an additional efficacity, the authority belonging to a sacred 
thing. 


This long chapter is very far from being sufficient to give 
a fair idea of the wealth of Plato’s thought. It is fortunate 
that we have lost hardly anything of a body of writings which 
display in such abundance and with such brilliance the 
ordinary qualities of the Greek mind, which was at once bold 
and moderate, intuitive and rational, mystical and positive, 
artistic and geometrical. Indeed, only direct contact with 
his works can give a full sense of those qualities, without 
danger of presenting them in a hard-and-fast form. But, 
setting aside the incomparable art which they display, the 
historian of philosophic ideas also finds in them some of the 
greatest problems of thought, unravelled and prepared and 
established in their form for future speculation. Plato’s 
influence was immense, and less external than Aristotle’s, 
because the form of his writings did not lend itself so well to 
literal acceptation as an absolute authority. The living seeds 
which they sowed in the mind of those who meditated on 
them produced fairly different fruits, according to the soil, and 
few doctrines as well known as they have given rise to more 
divergent interpretations. Moreover, there seems to be in his 
reflection a combination of all the tendencies which had 
emerged in earlier philosophy—the geometrical mechanism 
of the School of Abdera and the abortive teleological dynamism 
of Anaxagoras, the pluralistic mobilism of Heracleitos and the 
monistic immobilism of the Eleatics, the mathematical 
formalism of the Pythagoreans and the conceptualistic 
formalism of Socrates. He always seeks the higher point of 
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view which shall enable him to dominate contraries and to 
harmonize them by reducing artificial oppositions. At the 
same time as his thought reconciles philosophical tendencies 
or conceptions of life, such as intellectualistic asceticism and 
the aspiration to happiness, it strongly marks with its stamp 
the special techniques, scientific or otherwise, and especially 
rhetoric and poetry, medicine and politics. So the length at 
which we have studied Plato’s thought seems to be justified. 


SECOND Part—THE OLD ACADEMY 


When Plato died, the Academy was already very influential 
and prosperous. Its influence may even have gone beyond 
the domain of speculation. For it is said that several cities 
had called upon members of the school to reform their laws, 
and there were little Platonic states in the Troad. The teach- 
ing was extremely varied. Plato had beside him a whole 
college of teachers, charged with special branches. Among 
these were Aristotle, Philip of Opus, Hermodoros, who wrote 
a book on his Master’s doctrine, some fragments of which 
survive, Hestiaeos of Perinthos, Menedemos of Pyrrha, and 
others, more celebrated, of whom we shall now speak. 

Eudoxos of Cnidos, a man about twenty years younger than 
Plato, was already the head of a school at Cyzicos when he 
entered the Academy. He left the Academy, but there is no 
proof that he did so because of disagreement with the Master’s 
doctrine. In mathematics he studied the theory of propor- 
tions, and invented the celebrated method of “‘ exhaustion,” a 
curious application of Zenon’s dichotomy, which consisted, 
without resorting to the notion of infinity, in bringing two 
unequal sizes as close together as was wished by “‘ exhausting ”’ 
their difference. But Eudoxos won even greater renown by 
his astronomical system, which enjoyed authority long after- 
wards and was propagated far and wide by the poem of 
Aratos, the Phenomena. How, it was asked, perhaps with 
Plato, can one “ preserve appearances,” that is, explain the 
observed inequalities of the movements of the planets, if we 
hold that they are circular, uniform, and concentric with the 
earth ? With an ingenuity to which justice has not always 
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been done, Eudoxos invented a hypothesis, doubtless purely 
geometrical in his mind, which allowed one to represent the 
facts to oneself. He supposed the earth to be the centre of a 
system of eight concentric spheres, only one of which, that 
which gives the daily revolution of the whole heavens, has the 
same axis as the universe itself, the others having different 
axes. But since this was not enough to explain all the move- 
ments observed, he similarly constructed as many supple- 
mentary spheres as he needed, two more for the sun and moon 
respectively and three more for each of the other five planets, 
in such a way that everything took place as if each sphere 
obeyed the movement of the sphere immediately surrounding 
it. Twenty-seven spheres thus sufficed for Eudoxos to 
represent the movements observed in his day. Until the time 
of Kepler, astronomy continued to be based on this hypothesis, 
always complicating it more and more. 

Heracleides of MHeracleia, usually called Heracleides 
Ponticos, seems to have been one of the heads of the Academy, 
of which he was nearly made Scholarch on Plato’s death. 
Geometry, astronomy, music, poetics, rhetoric, dialectic, 
ethics and politics, geography, history, legend, demonology, 
divination—he dabbled in them all, and, it seems, with such 
verve and originality that it is a misfortune that we have lost 
the romances of the man-in-the-moon who came down to 
earth and of the miracles of Abaris the Hyperboreian, and the 
dialogues in which animals talked together, or men of the 
people with philosophers. His physical theory, which was 
mechanistic like that of the Timaeos, introduced ‘“ un- 
composed masses’ (avapua dyco.) which, unlike the atoms, 
were regarded as centres of force. The theological atomism of 
Ecphantos and the theories of Hicetas of Syracuse on the 
immobility of the sky and the double rotation of the earth, 
the sun being the centre of the universe, may, perhaps, merely 
be the ideas which Heracleides placed in the mouths of those 
Pythagoreans as characters in his dialogues.! At least, in 
his view, Mercury and Venus went round the sun as satellites, 
and every planet was an universe with its own earth and 
atmosphere, the whole being in an infinite ether. Moreover, 
the stars were divine beings, and so was the soul, although it 


1 The hypothesis of P. Tannery, in Rev. Et. gr., xii. 305, rejected by LXVII, 
note to ch. xxxvii, accepted by XXII, 281 ff. 
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was a body of the nature of light and ether, descended from 
the sky and especially from the Milky Way. 

After Plato, the two heads of the Academy were men on 
the threshold of old age—first Speusippos, the Master’s 
nephew, and then Xenocrates of Chalcedon (839/8-815/4). 
Only the latter’s doctrine is at all known to us. In both there 
is a tendency to place “‘ metamathematical ”’ speculations in 
the forefront of Platonism.' But, whereas Speusippos made 
mathematical number, as such and devoid of size, a trans- 
cendental number, Xenocrates, turning mathematics upside- 
down, as Aristotle says,? identified mathematical number with 
the ideal number of Plato, and geometrical size with atomic 
or indivisible size, the principle of which is ‘ the uncuttable 
line.’ Thereby he sacrificed quantity altogether. Speusippos 
tried to remedy the difficulties of his own position by the 
possibility of taking different, but analogous, points of view 
on Being, making nature, as Aristotle says,? “a rhapsody of 
episodes,” the systematic knowledge of which must, however, 
discover ‘‘ similitudes.’’ The scale of worth of these points 
of view he interpreted as an evolution in time, or “ quantity 
in movement ’’—an evolution whose power lies in the 
principles, whose agent is the soul of the world, whose term 
is the perfection of being. The Good, then, is not something 
which is, but becomes and is made. 

Although perhaps more orthodox, the philosophy of 
Xenocrates is like a caricature of that of Plato. The picture 
which he gives of it has none of its spirit, with its subtleties and 
shades of meaning, but only gives its letter, hardened and 
coarsened into school formulas, such as the celebrated definition 
of the substance of the soul itself as ‘‘ a number which moves 
itself.”’ The search for an order of dignity and intermediate 
degrees, which had such an influence on the thought of the 
old Master, becomes in the pupil a rigid, artificial schematism, 
full of divisions into threes. Moreover, although, as we have 
seen, Xenocrates regarded the manufacture of the world in 
the Timaeos as a device intended to show the order of the 
parts in what has eternity of movement and of time, he was 
none the less, in his own doctrines, full of mythology. 


1 Arist., Met., A. 9, 992 a 32: ‘Mathematics have become philosophy for 


people nowadays.” 
FOXX, 281, n. 263 (i). 3 Met., A., end; N. 3, 1090 b 19. 
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In producing this hard-and-fast scholastic version of 
Platonism, Xenocrates succeeded, for a long time, and right 
down to the Neo-Platonists, in supplying the erudite with 
what seemed to them a faithful representation of it. That is 
partly the explanation of his great influence, of which early 
Stoicism bears the stamp. But he also owed the authority of 
his name to the austere loftiness of his moral theory, which 
reflected the gravity and nobility of his character. 


CHAPTER V 


First Part—ARISTOTLE 


I 
His LIFe 


ATTEMPTS have sometimes been made to explain the positive, 
technical bent of Aristotle’s mind and the heaviness, which is 
so unlike the freedom and grace of Plato, by his race and 
education. But Aristotle was not a Macedonian. Stageira, 
his native town, was a very ancient Ionian colony in Thracian 
Chalcidice, and his mother came from Chalcis in Euboea. It 
is true that his father Nicomachos was a physician in the 
service of Amyntas II, King of Macedon, the father of Philip, 
and came of a family of physicians. But, since Nicomachos 
died while his son was quite young, it is very unlikely that 
he influenced him directly. At the age of eighteen (866-365) 
Aristotle entered the Academy. He stayed there twenty 
years, and taught in the school, perhaps in rhetoric. He was 
very much attached to the Master (notwithstanding tales 
which are suspect) and wrote a begutiful eulogy of him in his 
poem to the memory of his fellow-disciple KEudemos of Cyprus 
(Frag. 623), and Plato is said to have esteemed him for his 
penetrating mind and vast erudition. When Speusippos 
became head of the school, Aristotle left, with Xenocrates, for 
Lydia, and stayed at the court of Hermeias, the tyrant of 
Atarneus, an old fellow-pupil. Near-by, in the Troad, there 
were Platonic circles at Scepsis and at Assos, where, no doubt, 
Aristotle began to display an independent philosophic activity. 
Three years later, Hermeias having been surrendered to the 
Persians and killed, Aristotle took refuge in Mitylene, where 
he married his first wife, a kinswoman of the tyrant, named 
Pythias, of whom he seems to have been very fond. Shortly 


afterwards, he returned to Macedon at the request of King 
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Philip, who entrusted him with the education of his son 
Alexander, then aged thirteen (343-342). There he remained 
until 885-834. 

At that date he returned to Athens and opened a school in 
the Lyceum, a gymnasium near the Temple of Lyceian Apollo. 
Like every gymnasium, it had a “ walk” (vepimaros). So 
the name of “‘ Peripatetic’ given to the school of Aristotle 
probably refers to the fact that the Master gave at least some 
of his teaching while walking about (zep:7areiv). We are 
told that the rhetoric courses were given in the afternoon and 
the philosophy courses in the morning. Alexander had re- 
garded Aristotle with great suspicion since his nephew 
Callisthenes had been implicated in the plot against the King’s 
life, but the prosperity of the school suffered chiefly from the 
anti-Macedonian reaction which took place on Alexander’s 
death in 3823. Aristotle was accused of impiety on futile 
grounds, and fled to Chalcis in all haste, leaving the Lyceum 
in the charge of Theophrastos. Shortly afterwards he 
succumbed to a stomach-trouble from which he had long 
suffered, being only sixty-three years old at the time (822). 


II 
His WRITINGS 


Strabo’s Geography and Plutarch’s Sulla contain, with a 
few discrepancies, a history of the writings of Aristotle. It is 
said that Theophrastos, when dying, bequeathed his library, 
including Aristotle’s manuscripts and his own, to his fellow- 
disciple Neleus, whose father Coriscos had been a friend of 
Aristotle and head of the Platonic circle at Scepsis in the 
Troad. When Neleus died, the Attalid Princes of Pergamon 
were looking everywhere for books for their library, and his 
heirs, jealous of their treasure and wanting to put it in a safe 
place, rashly hid it in a cave. So the manuscripts were not 
only disarranged but very much damaged when, at least a 
hundred years later, they were sold to one Apellicon of Teos, a 
captain in the pay of Mithradates, who was at the same time 
an ardent book-lover and a shrewd man of business. He 
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hastened to have copies made—that is, to issue an edition— 
but did not give the necessary care to the restoration of the 
damaged passages. However, after Apellicon’s library had 
been seized by Sulla in the first Mithradatic War (87-84) and 
transported to Rome, the work was resumed by the grammarian 
Tyrannion, who had been taken to the city by Lucullus in 66 
and was employed by Cicero as tutor and librarian in 57. 
But he made no great improvement, and it was not till some- 
what later that Andronicos of Rhodes, the eleventh Scholarch 
of the Lyceum from Aristotle, at last gave the learned world 
a correct edition, accompanied by ‘‘tables”’ and a book in 
which he explained his method. 

However, this story seems to be in large part a romance, 
or rather the advertisement of an cditor who wanted people 
to think that Aristotle was practically unknown until he 
himself took him up. For it is very probable that Aristonicos 
is the source of the tradition. We can hardly suppose that 
the library of the Lyceum contained no copies of Aristotle for 
the use of students, and that there was none in the branches 
of the Lyceum, such as the school of EKudemos at Rhodes. 
Moreover, another tradition leads one to think that there must 
have been some in the Library of Alexandria, since it was 
founded at the time when the adviser of Ptolemy Soter was 
the celebrated Demetrios of Phaleron, formerly a powerful 
patron of the school. But there may be this much truth in 
the romance, that, outside the schools and learned circles, 
the cultivated public, from lack of easily obtainable instru- 
ments of study and also from lack of speculative curiosity, 
had come to know almost nothing of Aristotle himself but 
certain writings, such as those which Cicero praises for their 
eloquence and graceful style, that is, the very works which are 
totally unknown to us to-day. 

Now, it is clear from Aristotle’s own statements that, apart, 
of course, from the “ hypomnematic’”’ writings, which were 
mere notes for his personal use, his “ works,’’ properly so 
called, were divided into two parts. One part included the 
writings ** given to the public,” “‘ in the common sphere,” “‘ in 
circulation” (exdedouévot, ev Kom, Ta eyxuxdua). They are 
** exoteric,’’ not in virtue of that fact, but in so much as the 
form which especially (though not exclusively) suits them is 
more “ external ’’ than demonstrative, more dialectical than 
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scientific.1 The other part comprised the ‘ philosophical ”’ 
writings (of cata diAocodiay Aoyor), that is, scientific writings, 
lectures given to an audience of students, which, for that 
reason, were called “ acroamatic’’ writings; thus, duoiy 
axpoaots means Lectures on Nature. They were the “ courses ”’ 
or “labours” (ué@odor, mpaypareiat) Of the school. These 
courses were written out, as seems to be proved by the frequent 
references from one course to another, and sometimes to a 
course which has not yet been given or belongs to a later 
stage in the programme of studies.2, Of these courses the 
students must have had copies for their own use, and in this 
sense of being published inside the circle of students they are 
** esoteric.” 

By a singular chance, it is only the esoteric writings which 
have in part come down to us; so we are in exactly the 
opposite position with regard to Aristotle to that in which we 
are with regard to Plato. We have only the literary writings 
of Plato and only the teaching of Aristotle. According to a 
good tradition, his whole works comprised a thousand books, 
whether complete works or divisions of works. Of these we 
have, in all, only a hundred and sixty-two, from which we 
must deduct apocryphal works. Also, the three catalogues of 
them preserved mention only five hundred at the most.? The 
most complete catalogue, in which we find almost everything 
contained in our collection, and which seems to be the remains 
of the “‘ tables’? of Andronicos, is that which two Arab 
writers of the XIIIth century ascribe to one Ptolemy, pro- 
bably a Peripatetic of the Christian era. The two others, 
those of Diogenes Laértios and the Anonymus Menagii, seem, 
for the part common to both, to come from the Peripatetic 
Hermippos, and it is not impossible that Hermippos, who was 
a pupil of Callimachos, copied the catalogue of the Library 
of Alexandria. In this part there are barely ten to fifteen of 
our books, and some of these are given under confused names 
and are divided differently from ours. But the Anonymus 
gives two appendices, which he is believed to have taken 
from the Onomatology of Hesychios of Miletos, one of which 


. tae “ Uber die exoterischen Reden d. Arist.,” in Abhandl. d. Berl. Akad., 
xix , 
2 Cf. Bonitz, Ind. Arist., art. ’"ApwrordAns. 
8 Published by V. Rose at the beginning of the Fragments. 
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completes or corrects the preceding list, while the other, much 
shorter, points out apocryphal writings. 

When we compare our collection with these catalogues, 
we note that the books lost are, very unfortunately, all those 
which were written before Aristotle was head of the school, 
and which earned him his reputation as a good writer. At that 
time he belonged to the Academy, and it is not surprising 
that many of them should have been dialogues. But they 
were not like the dialogues of Plato ; they seem to have been, 
not so much free conversations as oratorical expositions in 
which, after a prologue in dialogue form, one of the characters 
expounded the author’s ideas. In them Aristotle taught a 
fairly independent Platonism, as we can tell from the frag- 
ments of the most famous of them, Kudemos (of Cyprus), or 
On the Soul, a reply to the Phacdon, from those of the Protreptic, 
or, still better, from those of the dialogue On Philosophy, in 
three parts. To the same period, too, we should probably 
refer some of the Platonic expositions of which we have already 
spoken (p. 210 above), at least those which deal especially 
with Plato’s oral teaching. 

So our Aristotle is chiefly the Aristotle of the “ acro- 
amatic’’ books. Certainly, we have lost much of them, but 
chiefly among the documentary writings, often of a “ hypo- 
mnematic "’ character, on which they were based, and among 
the technical treatises. On the whole, we have kept the most 
important. Since they are “ lectures,’ the place to mention 
them is not here, but in connexion with the subject with which 
they deal in the encyclopaedia of knowledge. It was an 
ambition common to the great philosophic schools of that 
time to teach the whole of science. The Academy and Lyceum 
were both “ universities’; if we see this only in the work of 
Aristotle, it is not because he had a different conception of the 
function of a philosophic school, but because his activity as 
a writer had a different trend. We should also note three 
important points here. First, in his capacity of Scholarch, 
Aristotle seems to have organized the work of his collaborators 
thoroughly. Thus, we see from an inscription at Delphi that 
Callisthenes helped to write the Chronology of Pythian Victors. 
Therefore many of the special studies which we have under 
Aristotle’s name may have been merely incorporated by him 
in the whole work. Secondly, since the “ courses’ and 
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“labours ’’ of the school were its common property, the 
masters did not hesitate, after Aristotle’s death, to make use 
of his writings for purposes of teaching, recasting them, 
completing them, combining lessons on the same subject by 
adding connecting passages, and sometimes even adding some 
writing of one of their number to such collections. Thirdly, 
to say nothing of the temptation to which an editor is exposed, 
of inserting references to some ecarlier or later part of the 
encyclopaedia, the systematic character of the work which we 
possess under the name of Aristotle makes it doubtful whether, 
for a general understanding of a system which is such a 
complex amalgam, it is of any great advantage, as it was in 
the case of Plato, to determine the development of his thought 
historically. 


Iil 
His DoctTRINE 


1. THE ProcramMe oF Stupies. Whatever one may 
think of the real value of the Aristotelian division of the 
sciences, it does at least seem to represent a plan of studies in 
three cycles, the first two constituting the liberal education 
of the citizen and the third the training of the scientist. For 
the sciences are poctic, the knowledge of the “art’”’ in 
obedience to the rules of which a work 1s “‘ made ” (7roiyats), 
or practical, when they consider the “ activity ” (apa€is) of 
the agent in itself, independently of its external result, or, 
lastly, theoretical, where their object is knowing for knowing’s 
sake, the purely “‘speculative’’ search (@ewpia) for truth. 
These last are the noblest. They are, moreover, the only ones 
which Aristotle is at pains to classify methodically, proceeding 
from that which is most abstract to that which is ontologically 
most real—first mathematics, which deal with numbers, 
figures, and movements apart from their subjects, although 
they are not really separate from them; then physics, by 
which they get reality and, more especially, movement is 
connected with its internal principle, nature (physis); and 
lastly ‘“‘ theology,’ whose object is Being as being, apart 
from conditions which are merely particular and contingent, 
and the most real being, separate and motionless, or God. 
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This is also called “ first philosophy,’’ physics being “‘ second 
philosophy,’’ and mathematics also being a philosophy. So 
we have the whole of speculation, in three degrees of one 
same scale.} 

Logic, we see, has no place in this classification. For it is 
not a science, but the “‘ instrument ”’ (erganon) of science, as 
it was called in the school at an early date. Therefore the 
study of this instrument and of the ways of employing it can 
only form a general introduction to teaching. No doubt it 
was not taught, in its entirety, to all students. But those who 
learned only a part of it at least learned, in the limited sphere 
of their culture, the various general ways, legitimate or not, 
of producing verisimilitude, either in poetry or in eloquence ; 
they learned an art of those arts. This art, “ dialectic,’ there- 
fore belongs to the “ poetic ’’ sciences, not to logic. Yet, since 
the treatise devoted to it forms part of the traditional corpus 
of Aristotle’s logical writings, the Organon, there is no harm, 
once we make this reservation, in studying it together with 
logic. 


2. Locic. The most general conditions of thought are 
studied in the Categories, the five last chapters of which 
(10-15), usually designated by the title of Post-predicaments, 
are a very ancient addition to the original work. The 
Hermeneia (De Interpretatione) treats of the “ enunciation of 
thought’ in the proposition; although perhaps recast in 
places, it is certainly authentic, except the last chapter (14). 
The object of the Analytics (Resolutions) is to set forth the 
method by which a given proposition or a given combination 
of propositions may be reduced to its causes, to the elements 
which are its necessary justification. The Prior Analytics 
deals with the syllogism, the Posterior with demonstration, 
each in two books. Lastly, quite distinct from the above body 
of writings, comes the Topics, which sets forth a merely 
probable method of arguing. The ninth and last book of the 
Topics is usually called the Refutation of Sophistic Arguments 
(Sophistarum Elenchi). It is very hard to say whether it is 
to the group of the logical writings that one should attach 
certain lost short treatises, several of which are quoted in the 
treatises preserved—The Choice of Contraries, On Opposites, 


1 Metaph., BE. \=K.7; Phys., ii. 2; Nic. Hth., vi. 3-6. 
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On Negation, collections of ‘ divisions’”’ or ‘“ definitions,”’ 
etc. 

For Plato the method of science was the dialectical method. 
He expected too much from it, Aristotle protests ; dialectic 
is nothing more than the theory, the practical application of 
which is rhetoric ; it is a method for “‘ discovering,” about a 
‘‘ problem ”’ under discussion, ‘‘ arguments ’’ whose premisses, 
being merely “‘ opinions,”’ are only “ plausible,” so that you 
can answer “‘ Yes’’ or “‘ No”’ to the question at issue “‘ with- 
out contradicting yourself.’ So dialogue is implied in dialectic, 
even if it is not the expression of it. Dialectic is also called 
‘topic,’ for it determines and groups the “ places ”’ (roo) 
which are the common “ element’? in which “ oratorical 
arguments ”’ on different subjects meet. When diverted from 
its legitimate object, it gives rise to “sophistry” and 
‘‘eristic’?; the captious arguments or “‘sophisms”’ of the 
latter will be classified in minute detail and their tricks will 
be made plain. But, on the other hand, the normal use of 
dialectic has three functions. First, it is a gymnastic for the 
mind. Secondly, it is a search, or a test to which even a man 
who knows nothing of a science can subject one who pretends 
to be an expert—clearly a replica of the Socratic ‘‘ examina- 
tion.”’ Lastly, where there is no scientific knowledge of an 
object, it serves for discovering the first principles of the 
science which treats of the object “‘ philosophically,” that is, 
scientifically ; this again it does by a test, but this time the 
object of the test is common opinions, or those professed by 
the learned. For a science cannot prove its own principles 
directly. Therefore the only way to open and clear the path 
for it is to refute illusory probabilities. Thus, a preliminary 
collection and examination of the evenly balanced conflicts 
of more or less reasoned conceptions, from which a “‘ difficulty ” 
or ‘‘ question ’’ (a7ropia) results, prepare the mind to perceive 
intuitively the principles of a true science of the object in 
question.! 

In using this dialectical method as the basis on which to 
build up the sciences,” Aristotle was the founder of the history 
of philosophy. He had prepared himself for it by a quantity 
of small special studies, mentioned in our catalogues, on the 


1 Top., i. 1 beg.; 2; 4, 101 b 28; vi. 6, 145b17; Rhet., ii. 26, 1403 a 18, 
2 See Phys.,i; De An.,i.; Metaph., A, B (i, iii). - 
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Pythagoreans, on Alcmaeon, on Xenophanes, Parmenides, 
Melissos, and Gorgias (of which the apocryphal De Meitsso, 
Xenophane, et Gorgia may preserve something), on Democritos, 
on Speusippos and Xenocrates, not to mention his books on 
Plato and extracts from the Republic, Timaeos, and Laws. 
But, great as is the value of his doxography, it is systematic, 
not properly historical, and is so obviously directed at estab- 
lishing his own doctrine that sometimes his account of his 
predecessors’ teaching is biased, whether he draws them on 
to his own side or unconsciously depreciates or even travesties 
them. 

But the object of knowledge is not the “ probability ” of 
opinion, but truth. It is therefore based on “ demonstration ”’ 
(a7rodec£ts) and is the source of a “ conviction, which does not 
allow itself to be turned from its certainty by arguments ”’ 
of mere likelihood. Now, the theory of demonstration is the 
final object of the Analytics. If that work lays down the limits 
of the domains of rhetoric and dialectic, it is just because it 
is analysing the conditions of a demonstrative knowledge. 
The proper object of logic, then, is to study the factors of 
demonstration—terms, propositions, and syllogisms. 

Terms (Spa) are the elements, predicate (xaryyopovpevor) 
and subject (vzroxce/uevoy), to which a proposition is reduced 
by the dissolution of their “‘ connexion ”’ ; they are, therefore, 
what is thought and enunciated “ without a connexion ”’ 
(avev cvu7rAoxys). Moreover, they are not mere words and 
nothing more; for speech has something conventional and 
external to thought, and, by the side of synonyms, it has 
homonyms, identical words for différent notions. Now, these 
‘isolated objects of thought ”’ (vojara) may be considered 
from several points of view, which Aristotle calls ‘ categories.” 
In its primary sense, a category is that which the subject can, 
as it were, be “ accused of ” (xaryopeiy, accuse), or the act 
of such accusation or the signification resulting from it. In a 
more restricted sense, the categories become especially all 
that can be “ said of ’’ a being, the “ figures ’’ of attribution, 
all the possible ‘‘ kinds,’ primary and irreducible, of being— 
what, after Boéthius, were called ‘“* predicaments.”” Without 
seeking to deduce them, Aristotle empirically makes up a list 
of them by a method of grammatical analysis. In the most 
complete list there are ten possible senses of attribution : 
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substance or essence (man, horse), quantity (two cubits long), 
quality (white, grammatical), relative to (double, half, larger), 
the somewhere (on the square, at the Lyceum), the when 
(yesterday, never), attitude (lying, seated), possession (having 
one’s shoes, or weapons), action and affection (to cut, to be 
cut). Each of these denominations has its meaning in itself 
and also, since they are outside all connexion, apart from all 
affirmation, and therefore without involving truth or falsity. 
Thus, the categories are the various kinds of “ simple ideas,”’ 
immediate and primary, the frames not only of thought but of 
reality.1 

For it is in respect of a real subject that they represent 
every possible form of attribution. That real subject is called 
a ‘‘ substance,”’ just like essence. But, whereas the essence 1s 
only a “ secondary ”’ substance, the substance, as an individual 
and concrete existence, is “‘ primary.”’ It can only be a subject, 
never an attribute, except by an abnormal reversal. Essence 
is normally an attribute. ‘“‘ This”’ (rode), the object of my 
present intuition, is “such”’ (rode ti, roovde); it is of a 
certain species and of a certain genus. Species and genera, 
therefore, are secondary substances, which “ qualify ’’ the 
primary substance, but in its essence. An essence may be 
imaginary, like the goat-stag, without being false ; it is only 
false when one connects it as an attribute with a real subject.? 
Lastly, the concept of a qualification, whatever that qualifica- 
tion may be, is absolutely simple only if it is considered as a 
last genus, or as a category in the strict sense. But the 
concept of a certain essence, of a certain quality or quantity, 
etc., may be made the object of an analysis. Thus the concept, 
the real but empty frame, is replaced by the concept, the con- 
tent of that frame. 

To analyse the content of a term, considered as a compound, 
and to “ determine ”’ it, is the object of definition (cpicpos). 
The definition of an imaginary concept is a simple definition 
of a notion or “of a word.” But an instructive definition 
must give information both about the nature of the concept 
of the thing and about its reality. So two very important 
elements of the reality of the concept appear. One, relatively 


So Categ., i. 2, beg., 4; Herm., 1, beg., and 2, beg.; Pr. Anal., 
ley : 
2 Waitz, Org., i. 288; Bonitz, Ind. Arist., 495 b 40 ff. 
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indeterminate, is the ‘‘ genus,” that “‘ of which’ that reality 
may be made, or its ‘“‘ matter ” (vA,)—logical or “‘ intelligible ” 
matter, that which the essence is in general and fundamentally 
(ro Ti eort). The other, which introduces a demarcation, is 
the “specifying difference’ (d:adopa efdoroos), determina- 
tion, property, or “form” (eidos), “what it has been given 
to each thing to be” (ro ri qy civ exacry). But, since 
difference implies the genus of which it is a difference, this 
second element by itself is the graded total of characteristics, 
what the Schoolmen called the “‘ quiddity,” and, as such, is 
truly the logos, the concept of the thing. But whereas the 
thing is in fact a natural reality, concrete or ‘‘ by composition,” 
the concept and its elements are “ by abstraction,”’ so that, as 
in the case of mathematical notions, what is not “‘ separate ”’ 
is treated “‘ as if’ separate. This manner, abstract or formal, 
of breaking up a reality, to define it, into what there is in- 
telligible in it, whether matter or form, fully agrees with the 
point of view of the Analytics.) 

What is thus separable or separated by abstraction, but 
not in reality, is “logically anterior,’ but not “ chrono- 
logically ’’ so, nor “in the nature of things.” It is the 
‘‘ universal’ (ro xaSoAov), and Plato’s mistake was that he 
confused the first and the last sort of anteriority in respect 
of it. Furthermore, we must distinguish several sorts of 
universal. First, universality of genus must not be confused 
with that of analogy, which is the result of a mere resemblance 
of relation—for example, the unity ‘“‘man’”’ should not be 
confused with the unity which brings together under the idea 
of the restoration of health all the different things which are 
called ‘‘ medical ’’ without distinction. Again, there is the 
universal which is merely the collective attribute of the total 
of individuals enumerated in a class, and there is also that 
which belongs of itself (xa6’ avro), or necessarily, to some 
individual in that class, even to one at present unknown. 
Now, only this last universal belongs to the concept; it is 
what gives rise to determinations of genus and, adding 
difference, of species. Even then one must make a condition 
——that it is not one of the properties regarding which, although 
they are no doubt essential, reasoning alone can show that they 
are “ accidents which belong to the essence ”’ (cvuuBeByxos or 


1 Cf. opp. citt., ii, 309-401, 346 ff.; 787 a 12, 19, 
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awaQos xaO’ avro), such as, in the case of the triangle, the 
equality of the sum of the angles to two right angles. Accident 
in the strict sense (cvuSeSnxos) and the proper (ro té:ov) are 
universals which a fortiort are excluded from the constitution 
of the concept; it does not necessarily belong to the essence 
of man to be white, or to be a grammarian, although the latter 
attribute is proper only to a man. Thus Aristotle pays more 
attention to the necessity of an essence than to its generality, 
and, from this point of view, at least, to its “‘ comprehension ”’ 
than to its “‘extension.”” That is why the most general notions 
of all, like the One and the Being of Plato, are not categories in 
his eyes; being empty of all content, the possible attributes 
of every notion, they are no longer genera of attribution, 
nor, therefore, “‘ genera of being.”” Now, in the Analytics the 
term is what has a necessary content, really, if not logically, 
indissoluble, namely the concept, and it is also what, while 
still having a content, is absolutely simple, namely the 
categories. 

With the various kinds of oppositions which there may be 
between terms, we naturally pass from considering them 
abstractly in isolation to considering them as parts of one 
whole. The distinction of true and falsc here appears; the 
relation of logic to ontology becomes still closer. 

The opposites (avtixeiueva) which are most manifestly 
opposite are the contrartes (evaytia), the terms “‘ most opposed 
in one same genus,’’ such as, to take examples from experience, 
high and low in position, starting-pomt and finishing-point in 
movement, heavy and light in weight, hot and cold in tem- 
perature, white and black in colour, and so on. But between 
these extremes there may be mean terms, such as tepid or 
grey. Certain contraries, it is true, allow of no such inter- 
mediate terms ; a number, for example, is always either odd 
or even. But, even where intermediaries exist, we sometimes 
find that one of the extremes is always inherent in some 
particular subject ; fire is always hot, snow is always white. 
Moreover, things themselves, their actions and privations, give 
rise to derivative contrarieties, by the fact that there is 
contrariety between their natural properties or between the 
natural effects of their actions and privations. Lastly, since 


a An., i. 4, 73 a 28 ff.; Metaph., A. 30, end; Top., i. 5, 102 b 4 ff., 
a 18 ff. 
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the contrariety subsists, whichever way the change takes 
place, it is a reversible opposition.! 

Another opposition, in many respects very like the above, 
is that between privation and possession. A given subject 
possesses a certain manner of being (éfs, Latin habitus, 
English “‘ habit” in this technical sense), or it is deprived of 
it (arépyois). In some cases this manner of being belongs to 
the genus itself, as sight to the animal, and it is a particular 
species which is deprived of it, as the mole. In other cases an 
individual is deprived of a ‘‘ habit ’’ natural to its species, and 
at a time and in circumstances In which it ought naturally 
to possess it; in this sense blindness is opposed to sight.? 
This, then, seems to be the same as contrariety, but 
considered in a certain subject and in relation to certain 
conditions. 

As Aristotle’s logical tendency leads him towards more 
general forms of the opposition of privation and possession, 
we see that opposition approaching a certain sort of con- 
trariety which, as he recognizes, is of a specific character 
among all the oppositions. Contradiction (avrippacts), accord- 
ing to him, is that limitation of contrariety which, as Plato 
had already clearly seen (Rep., iv. 436 b-437 a), totally excludes 
one of the two opposites in respect of a same subject (in- 
dividual or class), at least in the same relation and at the same 
time. Of all the principles, this is the most fundamental, and 
the principle of all the most general judgements. For it is the 
foundation of logical discourse, in that it absolutely opposes 
true to false and affirmation to negation, and that especially 
because it rejects the “* middles ’’ which experience sometimes 
compels us to admit between contraries.® 

Lastly, there is the opposition of relatives (ra wpos a 
where each of the two terms is in relation to the other, and 
has its whole nature in that very correlation. Either they 
contain their correlative (as double contains half, and inversely, 
or a given aptitude contains the corresponding activity, and 
inversely) ; or the correlation is not reversible and, while one 
term depends on the other, the converse is not true (as in the 


1 Cat., 6,617; 10, 11 b 33 ff.; Metaph., 1. 4 beg.; A. 10, to 1018 a 38. 

2 [bid., 10, 12 @ 26-13 » 37; A. 22 beg. 

3 Metaph., Y. 3, 1005 b 19 to ond; 4, 1007 b 18; 6, 1011 b 16; I. 4, 1066 
b 7; 5, 1056 a 20; 7, 1057 0 34; Herm., 2, 16 a 30, 
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relation of “‘ before’ to “ after’’). But in both oppositions 
the two terms are indissolubly bound to one another.} 

But were they not already so bound im the case of con- 
trariety ? That is the effect of the famous phrase, “ The 
science of contraries is one and the same.” At bottom, the 
graded scale of oppositions presents a progress of opposition 
of relation to increasingly negative determinations. However 
abstract and simplified the last, contradiction, may be, it 
does not, one should note, exclude all consideration of the 
real. For as soon as you are dealing, neither with the eternally 
necessary nor with the present, given real, but with a “ con- 
tingent future,’’ which is neither the one nor the other, then 
the determining function of the principle of contradiction 
disappears. That there will be a sea-battle to-morrow is 
true or false indeterminately.2 All the more is it so with less 
abstract oppositions. Thus, for example, when we pass from 
the table of categories, where we have already met them, to 
the table of oppositions, relation and possession now concern 
truth and untruth, that is, the expression of the real and the 
unreal. For how otherwise would formal, logical oppositions 
of propositions, other than contradictory, enable us, within 
certain limits, to recognize the true and the untrue, im- 
mediately and a priori? Moreover, Aristotle started from 
experience in making up the logical framework of oppositions, 
and it was later, to the detriment of abstract strictness, that 
he corrected it in order to adapt its distinctions to the 
exigencies of reality. 

Now, if opposition, in all its forms, thus inevitably intro- 
duces the consideration of truth and untruth, it confronts us, 
not only with terms as parts of one whole, as was said above, 
but with their connexion. This connexion lies in the attribu- 
tion of a predicate to a subject in a Judgement, a subsumption 
(UroAnYus) or proposition (zporacts). It is only in this 
connexion, whether affirmative (xaradacis) or negative 
(arogacts), that error and truth are opposed. In the case 
of simple notions, on the contrary, or notions treated as simple, 
and therefore isolated, either there is no room for error, as 
in the immediate intellectual apprehension of an essence, or in 
the immediate sensation by some sense of the quality which 


1 Cat., 7; Metaph., A. 15. 2 Herm., 9. 
3 [bid., 19 a 33; Metaph., I’. 7, 1011 b 25. 
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is its proper, specific object ; or there is no room for truth, as 
in the case of imaginary notions.' Therefore there can be 
true or false only if there are affirmation and negation. Now, 
this is what properly constitutes thought and discourse ; 
Aristotle is as severe as Plato on the philosophers who condemn 
attribution. But, if the opposition of contradiction enables 
us (except in respect of the indeterminate future) to dis- 
criminate completely, and without possible middle, between 
true thought and false thought, it is not so in all cases. 

It is therefore useful to know in what cases operations 
on propositions (opposition and conversion) allow of a 
legitimate “ logical calculation ”’ (ovAAoytouos).2 But, although 
these rules may be verified, they cannot be proved. On such 
a foundation we cannot set up science. ‘‘ We know absolutely 
(a7Aws) When we know the cause”’ (or reason) ‘on account 
of which a thing is just what it is and cannot be otherwise 
than it is.”’ 8 

Therefore scientific explanation is a necessary explanation. 
Consequently, and in virtue of a relation already pointed out, 
it is knowledge of the universal and of that which is always 
in the same manner, whether one be dealing with immediate 
necessary attributes or derived ones.4 Moreover, since it 
explains universally, it is not, at least in itself, intuitive. 
For what an intuition apprehends is an individuality, concrete 
if it is sensible (like this circle of gold here), abstract if it 
is intelligible (like this geometrical circle). But neither of 
them, as such, is an object of explanation, or even of defini- 
tion.® It is, however, quite true that science, to rise to what is 
‘“most knowable absolutely ’’ and “ by nature,” or “‘ the most 
intelligible,’’ must start from an intuitive knowledge. For 
how could each science demonstrate its ‘‘ principles ”’ (apxai), 
either those proper to itself or those which it has in common 
with others? From demonstration to demonstration, we 
should go back to infinity, and nothing would ever be demon- 
strated. In our analysis it is therefore necessary to stop (avay«n 
orjva). But for science the term of this regression cannot 
be in contingent intuitions—neither in the natural sagacity 


1 Herm. 1, end; De An., iii. 6, 430 a 27; ii. 6, 418 a 11; Metaph., H. 10, 
1052 a 2. 

2 Bonitz, Index, 712 b 4 fi. 8 Post. An., i. 2, beg. 

4 Bonitz, Ind., 279 a 22, 47. 

§ Post. An., i. 31, beg.; Metaph., Z. 10, 1038608 6; 15, 1039 b 28. 
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which some men have from long experience and special 
aptitudes, nor in the sensations, although they are what is 
“most knowable in relation to ourselves ’’ and, although, when 
we perceive a concrete individual as such or such, we at the 
same time perceive the universality of the species—for example, 
man in Callias. Science finds its principles and starting-points 
in immediate propositions, which have some claim to demand 
acceptance—“‘ singular ”’ objects of a “ last ’’ intuition, which, 
however, has nothing individual or contingent in it.1_ Thus, 
the arithmetician will begin by enunciating that which he is 
considering, unity, and defining it (position); then he will 
state that unities exist (supposition). He will assert axioms 
(ra cowa afiouara), the judgements which every human mind 
has, at least implicitly. He will demand (postulate) that his 
pupil should accept certain principles which he cannot 
demonstrate, but which constitute principles proper to his 
science.” 

Yet these undemonstrable principles, abstract and logical 
as they are and without easily apprehensible relation to 
experience, cannot suffice for demonstration ; demonstration 
must therefore go to experience itself for other immediate 
data. They are collected by induction (eraywyn), which parts 
off the universal from the particular. For there is no science 
of the singular (xa@ ékacrov); and the object of sensation, 
from which induction starts, is singular. But in a sensation, 
as we have seen, the universal is implied. Induction is, then, 
a source of the universal premisses of the demonstrations of 
science, and perhaps even their ultimate source, if, as Aristotle 
says, the disappearance of a class of sensations, with the 
corresponding inductions, must bring with it the disappearance 
of a science. Moreover, since induction consists in discovering 
what is common to the examples which it has collected, it is 
in itself not very different from the Socratic induction which 
we find in the earliest dialogues of Plato ; is it not one of the 
most important objects of dialectic to extract the proper 
principles of knowing? It is not true that Aristotelian 
induction, as some say, following Aristotle himself, requires 
‘ the collection of all the singular cases ’’ which constitute the 


1 Bonitz, Index, 159 a 33; Nic. Hth., vi. 6; 12, 1143 b 4, 11; Post. An., ii. 19, 
100 a 17, 99 b 21; 1.3; Phys., viii. 5, 256 a 29. 
2 Post. An., i. 2, 72 a 14-24; 10. 
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extension of a class. It is much rather a condensation of 
experience, similar to that which takes place mechanically 
when sensations gather round one more intense sensation, 
thus preparing for the arrival of a notion. But it is a reflective, 
scientific condensation, which explicitly enunciates both the 
observations which have served to form it and the actual 
characteristics which, being verified in the cases observed, 
may for that reason be supposed to be inherent in the whole 
class. 

So induction seems to be very close to the process in which 
the endeavour of Plato’s dialectic culminated—the method 
of division. Aristotle severely criticized the method, saying 
that it was based on a series of postulates.2. Yet his own 
induction does not any more give us the reason of the relation 
which it establishes; it is not scientific, because it is not 
demonstrative. The theory of demonstration, on the contrary, 
claims to be, as Aristotle readily shows for yet other questions, 
a return to Socratic thought; for Socrates had seen quite 
well that the essence is the principle of demonstration. For 
demonstration is the syllogism, the logical calculation, which 
‘* expounds the cause ”’ or reason of the attribution of a quality 
to a subject, the middle term (ro uéoov) connecting these two 
extremes ; for “‘ the middle is a cause.” If the premisses of 
this calculation are necessary, the result must also be necessary. 
Therefore such an operation achieves what division, that 
‘impotent syllogism,’ had not been able to do, and that for 
which the inductive syllogism had merely prepared the way. 
Moreover, Aristotle believes that his technique of reasoning 
truly symbolizes the rationa] art which nature is in his eyes 
—so much so, that, where this abstract symbolism is lacking, 
there will no longer be a science of nature. For let us suppose 
that we are standing above the moon, and when the earth 
passes between it and the sun we “see’”’ the cause of the 
lunar eclipse. Such an observation is, for Aristotle, without 
scientific value, for in it the knowledge of the “ why ” (dcore) 
is only a knowledge of the fact “ that ’’ (671), which has not 
universality. There is no true causality except in quiddity ; 
‘““man is begotten by man,” and if Peleus is the cause 


1 Pr, An., ii. 23; Top., i. 12, end; viii. 2, beg.; Post. An., i. 18; ii. 7, 92 a 
37 ff.; 19. Bonitz, Index, 264 a 13~18. 
2 All the beginning of Pr. An., i. 31, and of Post. An., ii. 5. 
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of Achilles it is because he possesses the “form” of 
man. 

Aristotle’s wholly logical conception of science, which we 
have been considering here, is very attractive in its apparent 
strictness, but it lay like a heavy weight on the later history 
of the natural sciences. It is therefore of advantage to 
establish the place which it holds in the whole of which it is 
apart. First of all, as Aristotle himself admits,? demonstration 
always tests a very general proposition, in the hope of dis- 
covering in it the particular proposition in question. In other 
words, like Plato’s division, it starts from a postulate. More- 
over, in doing so it does no more than artificially reverse the 
inductive syllogism, the conclusion of which has brought out 
a property, and thereby test that property as a “ middle ” 
or cause. This is a singularly deceptive counter-check, for 
this change in the mode of exposition will not reveal an error 
in the induction, if there is one. This supposedly infallible 
knowledge confines itself to setting forth in the abstract the 
natural order previously extracted, somehow or other, from 
the empirical reality. 

One must, it is true, admit that Aristotle was well aware 
how much the ideal of complete intelligibility described in the 
Analytics was hampered by conditions which have nothing 
to do with pure logic. After having, as we saw, made demon- 
stration halt before an immediate, undemonstrated knowledge, 
he forbids it (what is still more characteristic) “* to pass from 
one genus to another,” for example, to apply the principles 
of arithmetic to geometry.*’ Furthermore, the form and con- 
clusions of syllogisms depend on the ‘‘ modality” of their 
premisses,® that is, on real determinations. For the relation 
of attribute to subject may be one of “ mere existence ’”’ or 
“contingent possibility,’ or, on the other hand, it may be 
one of “ necessity ’’ of existence. There are yet other notions, 
still more markedly empirical in character, which it seems hard 
to incorporate, as Aristotle would do, in demonstrative science 
by the side of necessity based on essence ; such, for example, 
is the notion of what happens “ usually,’”’ opposed to the 


1 Cf. above, p. 157 n. 1. Post. An., i. 24, 85 b 23; 31, 87 b 29 ff.; ii. 2, 90 a 
6, 24 ff.; Pr. An.,i.4.25b9; Metaph., Z. 6, 1031 b 6 ff.; A. 3,end; 5, 1071 a 
7-24. 
2 Top., viii. 13, 163 a 1 ff. 8 CXXXIII, 256 ff. 
4 Post. An., i. 7, beg. § On modal syllogisms, see CXXXIM, ch. xii. 
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contingency of pure accident.! Lastly, the different types of 
syllogism represent so many attempts to adapt the ambitions 
of theory to the need for reflecting about the concrete real. 
It is, for instance, impossible to reason a priori from cause to 
effect every time that you are dealing with a real becoming. 
Who can prove to me that a cause must produce its effect— 
that stones collected together as if for foundations must 
result in a house ? On the other hand, from the effect given 
in experience, or “‘ supposed ”’ (the house), I can, relying upon 
the “necessity derived from that supposition” (avayxn é£ 
vToerews), conclude the necessary existence of the cause. 
Thus one reasons in the “enthymeme,”’ or reflection on the 
‘marks "’ of a causal connexion already known from experi- 
ence.” 

To sum up, Aristotle hoped for too much from demon- 
stration, as if the logical form of mathematics could wholly 
satisfy all the needs of science. Secondly, by binding demon- 
stration to the consideration of quality and of formal essence, 
as he did, he for a long time impeded the previous attempt 
of mathematics, in the Pythagoreans and in Plato, to give 
experience the degree of intelligibility of which it allows. 


3. Poetic ScreNcES. When we pass from the general 
method of knowledge to its content, according to the encyclo- 
paedic programme of the school, the most elementary subjects, 
as we have seen, are the poetical. 

The works of Aristotle dealing with them are the Poetics, 
the second book of which is lost,-the Rhetoric, which, especially 
the third and last book, is perhaps only a compilation of 
Aristotle’s lectures, and the Topics, to which we need not 
return, having already defined its object. All these works 
were accompanied by treatises connected with them, some 
historical and others intended to illustrate the theory; all 
these are lost. Students may also have used books which are 
said to have been written under the Master's direction by his 
friend Theodectes, who had great experience in all these 
matters. These are mentioned in our Rhetoric (iii. 9, end). 
The Rhetoric addressed to Alexander, which appears in our 
collection, is not authentic, nor is there any good reason for 


1 Post. An., i. 30; ii. 12, 96 a 8 ff.; Metaph., K. 8, 1065 a 4 ff. 
8 Cf, L. Robin, in Arch. f. Geach, d, Philos., xxiii (1909), 18-21, 27 ff. 
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attributing it, as has been done, to a celebrated rhetor of the 
day, Anaximenes of Lampsacos. 

There is no need to linger over these technical studies. 
That part of them which affects the history of philosophic 
ideas will be found in Aristotle’s ethics and psychology. 


4. PRACTICAL SCIENCES. Although there were many signs 
foretelling a new state of things, the strict dependence of the 
individual on the city remained a fundamental dogma for 
Aristotle. It is at the bottom of his general conception of 
human activity. Man, he says, is neither a god, sufficient to 
himself, nor a wild beast which resists social life, but a being 
made by nature for political life (fwov aodrrixov). The city 
is first, not in time, but absolutely, in relation to the family 
and the individual. That being so, the end or good of man 
eannot be known and practically ensured either by 
‘‘ economics ”’ (oikos, the domestic organism) or by “ ethics,” 
but only by the science which considers man in the specific 
achievement of his nature and in truly human perfection, 
namely, “‘ politics.’’ It is, therefore, from a very abstract 
point of view, remote from reality, that ethics will try to 
determine the essence and conditions of the good of man, 
apart from his domestic and social group. It is true that, 
as we shall see, this abstraction can take us to great heights. 
The fact remains that “ morals’ here have a place, minus 
the exactitude, analogous to that of mathematics in the 
theoretical order, and that politics is the ‘“ architectonic ”’ 
science on which every other practical science whatsoever 
depends.? 

A. Ethics. Of the works on this subject contained in our 
collection, one is of indisputable authenticity. That is the 
Nicomachean Ethics, in ten books, so called, not because 
Aristotle dedicated it to his son (as is suggested by the classical 
French title of Ethics to Nicomachos), but because Nicomachos 
doubtless edited it, after his father’s death. The same must 
be said of the Eudemian Ethics, in seven books ; they were 
neither addressed to nor even, as has been supposed, written 
by Eudemos of Rhodes. It is probably an edition by Eudemos 
of old lectures of Aristotle, while the other Ethics is a publica- 


= ee Kth., i. 1, 1004 a 24 to b 27; 13, 1102 a 18-26; Pol., i. 1, beg.; 2, 1253 
a 27, etc. 
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tion of much later lectures. In any case, one thing should 
be noted: Book X of the Nicomachean Ethics belongs to that 
work alone; there is some correspondence between the first 
four books of it and Books I to III of the Eudemian Ethics, and 
between Books VIII and IX of the former and the last book 
of the latter; and the intermediate books of the two works 
are completely identical. In all probability, these books were 
added to the Eudemian Ethics later, and this work may be the 
Ethics in five or four books mentioned under No. 88 in the 
catalogue of Diogenes Laértios. Lastly, the Great Ethics is a 
school-résumé, of uncertain date. Our collection also contains 
an apocryphal treatise, On the Virtues and Vices, an eclectic 
work which has not even the merit of fidelity. 

The notions which are the object of ethics are uncertain 
and confused. One cannot hope to discover the “ why ”’ of 
them, and must rely chiefly on a subtle judgement, the general 
knowledge of old men, the customary moral experience of 
healthy consciences (€:cu0s)—in fact, on induction, based 
on common opinion as well as on that of the learned. Now, 
such a method of critical discussion does not rise beyond 
probability (azopia), and is essentially dialectical.! 

The end at which the practical activity of man aims is a 
final good, desirable in itself and “ sufficient to itself,” a 
sovereign good, not transcendent, no doubt, like the Platonic 
idea of the Good, and unrelated to action, but, on the contrary, 
‘realizable in action’ (7paxrov) by man. It is unanimously 
called ‘‘ happiness” (evda:uovia), which means both living 
well and acting well—a good which, if it did not comprise all 
goods, would not be the greatest good conceived.? As to 
knowing wherein it lies—in pleasures, in honours, in the 
speculative life—there is no agreement among men, nor even 
in the consciousness of each of us. We can, however, say that 
man has “‘ a work proper to man,’ like a particular artist or 
organ, but it lies wholly in that very activity, in its “ action ” 
or reality (evépyea, mpagis), independently of an external 
end; that it does not belong to the nutritive life, that of the 
living creature in general, nor to the sensitive life, that of 
the animal in general, but to the life which includes thought 
(Adyos). It is, then, the ‘ actualization ’’ of the powers of 


1 Nic. Eth., i. 1, 1094 b 16 ff. ; 7, 1098 a 33 ff.; vi. 12, end. 
2 i, 1, beg., and 1094 a 18-22; 2, 1095 a 16-20 ; 4; 5, 1097 a 34 ff. ; ete. 
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the soul of man, in accordance with the most complete 
‘‘ excellence’ (apern) of which that actualization is capable, 
and the actualization must not be unstable or of short duration, 
for “‘ one swallow does not make a summer, nor does one day.” 
Lastly, against Plato (Phileb., 11 d) and against Speusippos 
and Xenocrates, we shall say that happiness, as here defined, 
can only come of “use” (xpgors), and is not merely a 
‘‘ possession’ and a “manner of being’”’ (xrijots, é&is). To 
be happy without knowing it, when you are asleep, like 
Endymion, or amid great misfortunes, like Priam—is that to 
be happy at all ? ? 

Of the conditions of happiness, those which reside in 
bodily goods, like health, or external goods, that is, goods 
which do not belong to our essence, such as wealth and 
honours, may no doubt contribute to it as “ instruments.”’ 
Lack of them may spoil or hamper it, for it is absurd to say 
(with Plato) that you can be happy on the wheel; excess of 
them may injure it. But the true conditions of happiness are 
the goods of the soul and the excellent exercise of its activities, 
“in accordance with its special virtue.’’ Given these, a 
mediocre prosperity, provided that it satisfies the requirements 
of life, and even misfortune, provided that it is not too great, 
become means for causing nobility of character to shine out.? 

Therefore pleasure must not be separated from happiness. 
Pleasure is not merely a “ disposition ’’ immanent in an action 
and made real by the action, but rather that which, in the end, 
crowns the action and ‘is added to it,’’ like the bloom to 
youth, without which youth would still be youth. It is, 
therefore, equally wrong to refuse all worth to pleasure (with 
Speusippos) and to raise it to the rank of the sovereign good 
(like Kudoxos). But, for a man who places his happiness in 
the realization of what is best in himself, pleasure, far from 
being an artificial ornament, is always natural, and there is no 
conflict between pleasures. Continual pleasure and ever- 
lasting blessedness are, indeed, the privilege of the being who 
can “ realize his essence continuously and without weariness,” 
that is, of God, the simple, motionless, wholly active being. 
At least, even in beings for whom ‘“ motionlessness ’’ merely 
marks the completion of a tendency, there is more “‘ action,” 


1 i, 2, 1095 a 20-5; 3; 6; 7, beg.; 9, 1098 b 31 ff. ; ix. 9, 1169 b 29 ff. ; x. 6. 
2 i. 7, 1098 b 12 ff; 10; 11, 1100 b 9; vii. 14, 1153 b 21 ff.; x. 8, 1178 a 23 ff. 
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and therefore, more pleasure, in that motionlessness (evepyeca 
axwycias) than in movement, which is an imperfect action, 
mixed with potentiality. Thus defined, happiness is obtainable 
by anyone “ not infirm in respect of the virtue ’’ of his normal 
being.? 

So we see what virtue is, in the sense of morality and as 
the ‘‘form”’ or essence of the good actions which make a 
happy life. How shall these actions be effected ? The inquiry 
supposes, first of all, in the “ irrational part’ of the soul, a 
distinction between the functions of the vegetative soul, which 
are properly vital and have nothing to do with thought, and, 
on the other hand, the “ impulses ”’ (dpuai), “ appetites,” or, 
more generally, “desires,” which sometimes resist the 
authority of the “rational part’’ and sometimes listen 
obediently to its admonitions and counsels, “‘ like a son to his 
father.”” In consequence we have two different kinds of 
virtues. On the one hand, there are the intellectual or 
‘‘ dianoetic’’’ virtues, the fruits of teaching and _ reflective 
experience. These virtues organize our dispositions and 
conduct in a more or less completely rational fashion. They 
are, first, ‘“‘ art’ and “ science,”’ the foundations of “‘ prudence ”’ 
(ppornots), and, secondly, “‘ wisdom ”’ and “ intellect’ (co¢ia, 
vous). On the other hand, there are the virtues concerning 
‘morality ” (ro 90s)—the affective dispositions and active 
tendencies of each individual, moderation, gentleness, or their 
contraries. These are the “ ethical ’’ virtues, those of morals, 
manners.” 

But there is another reason for naming these virtues thus ; 
they presuppose “‘ habit,’’ “ custom ”’ (€80¢). No doubt, one 
can in a sense speak of “natural virtues’ (dvotxal dperat), 
hereditary dispositions or idiosyncrasies. But, whereas in 
inanimate things the natural potentialities are not modified 
by exercise which either opposes or encourages them, and 
whereas the vital powers, such as sight, are immediately or 
almost immediately followed by their use, here we are in the 
presence of acquired manners of being, created by our very 
acts and by the repetition of those acts, and modifiable by 
education. By repeating acts of justice or injustice, you become 


1 i, 10, all the beginning; 12, end; viii. 14, 1153 b 14 ff.; 15, 1154 b 24 ff; 
x. 2; 7, 1177 b 26 ff.; 9, 1179 a 23 ff.; Metaph., A. 7, 1072 b 16 ff. 
2 ij, 13, 1102 a 26 to end ; vi. 2, beg. ; 3, beg. . 
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just or unjust, as you become a good or bad harpist by playing 
the harp well or badly. We must, therefore, control the 
quality of our acts carefully, and adopt good habits early. 
Furthermore, all virtue, being a unique manner of being, is a 
determination of pure power, which is ambiguous and equally 
capable of good and bad. 

The rational part of the soul likewise includes two functions, 
one “ scientific ” or “ theoretic’ (ro érietnuovtxoy, TO Oewpeiv), 
whose object is the necessary, and one “ logical’ (ro Aoyt- 
arixov), the part of “reflective calculation,” whose object is 
the contingent, that which can be other than what it is. Now, 
it is this latter class of things which are the objects of ‘‘ de- 
liberation’? and “ choice ’’ (BovAncis, mpoatpecis), Which is a 
‘‘ deliberative desire ’’ (dpegis Bovdevrixy), a preference of wish 
in respect of “ things which depend on ourselves ”’ (ra é¢’ jpiv), 
and principally in respect of virtue and vice. In its most 
general character, then, “ ethical virtue” is a “ disposition 
to prefer”? (€£:¢ mpoaperix)) in respect of certain acts. 
Moreover, the ‘“‘ reasoning thought ” (d:avoia) in the theoretic 
order, which distinguishes between true and false, which 
affirms and denies, has as its counterpart in the practical 
order another reasoning thought, sometimes even an in- 
tellectual apprehension (dvavora mpaxriky}, vois mpaxtikos) 
which distinguishes between good and evil, desirable and un- 
desirable, and pronounces upon what is to be sought or 
avoided. By it, truth of enunciation is righteousness of desire ; 
right thought ”’ (op@0s Adyos) is the same thing as ‘“‘ good 
practice ” (evrpagia). For the choice “is the man himself,”’ 
as a principle of his activity, and, in the famous phrase, “a 
desiring thought ” or a thinking and “ reasoning desire.”’ * 

It follows from this that, alone of the ‘ dianoetic’”’ or 
intellectual virtues, “‘ prudence” is really in the domain of 
practice. The capital question, therefore, is that of its 
relationship to ethical virtue. Now, the prime motive of our 
choices is the desirable, which sets desire in motion, the 
former being a motionless motive while the latter is a moved 
motive, for in its turn it moves the body. This concatenation 
is, in Aristotle’s eyes, analogous to that connecting a con- 
clusion to its premisses, and, since there is an analogy between 
the good or bad and the true or untrue, there must be a 

1 ii, 1; vi. 13, 1144 b 3-17. 2 iii, 5, end; vi. 2. 
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‘ svilogism of the desirable.’’ In the syllogism the desirable 
is the universal major, the minor is the perception which 
recognizes its presence and determines the actual desire, and 
the conclusion is the choice and act following on that desire.! 
Here alone, we see, is there room for deliberation. A physician, 
for example, does not deliberate about his own desirable, 
which is to cure his patient, nor about the recognition of that 
desirable in a particular case, which is done by his science. 
So, too, it being granted that the end of conduct is the im- 
provement of our empirical character (j00;), the task of 
prudence will be to choose the right means to achieve that 
end. Combined with that end, prudence is called ‘ good 
will’ ; without it, it is only “‘ cleverness ”’ or, if it is maleficent, 
‘* rascality.”’ Prudence is the form without which the matter 
of natural inclinations remains unstable and ambiguous, and 
which determines the virtues by opposition to the vices. But 
without that matter prudence would be nothing but a purely 
intellectual function and (contrary to what Socrates held) it 
could not furnish a foundation for practice. It is prudence, 
however, that establishes “right thought” (dp60s Acyes) in 
practice, that is, the exact relation of the elements which 
enter into the “syllogism of action,’ into calculation and 
choice, for beings capable of it. Prudence tells how a particular 
case will fit the general rule, ‘ when, how, in respect of and 
with a view to what, and in respect of whom”’ one should 
do what, in general, it is desirable to do.? 

It is not, however, enough to conform outwardly to right 
reason ; we must be inwardly united with it, we must act not 
only “ according to” but “‘ with ”’ its bidding. Aristotle lays 
great stress on the value of right intention, provided that it 
is more than an isolated effort or an eloquent declaration. 
But since logic, as we have seen, has its place there, we must 
make an exact analysis of the sophisms of practice; for 
error may creep into the major or minor of the “ syllogism of 
action.”’ False reasoning is very often used in the hope of 
justifying bad desires, and the incontinent man, he who does 
not master himself, is a man who reasons badly. Not so is 
the man who, in Aristotle’s eyes, is the paragon of morality, 


1 vii. 5, 1147 a 25 ff.; De Motu An., 7, beg.; 6, 700 b 35; De An., iii. 10, 
433 b 13 ff.; 11, end. 
2 iii, 5, 1112 b 11 ff.; vi. 13, 1144a 20 #f.; ii. 2, 1104 b 25; 5, 1106 b 2] ff. ; ete. 
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the ‘“‘ prudent man,” who is ‘“‘ master of himself.”” In him 
lustful appetite is merged in a right will, which is the same as 
reason. The sovereignty of reason may even become greater, 
if the man’s practical activity involves dianoetic virtues higher 
than prudence.! 

Provisionally, it will suffice to keep to the point of view 
which served to determine the distinction of the virtues, that 
of a ‘‘ composite ’’ or concrete man, in whom reason and in- 
clinations stand face to face. If, then, ‘‘ ethical virtue ”’ 1s 
‘‘ excellence’ of the irrational part of the soul, we must 
discover what this virtue will be under the control of prudence. 
Now, in every ‘functional disposition ’’—eating, drinking, 
taking exercise, etc.—‘‘ well-being’’ (ro e) is, as we see, 
equidistant from the too much and the too little which are 
alike bad for the health, whereas “‘ right measure ”’ (ra cupperpa). 
is good for the health. Of course, excess, shortage, and mean 
are not absolutely determined terms, as 6 is the arithmetic 
mean between 10 and 2, being as much smaller than 10 as it is 
greater than 2. They vary with the subject and the circum- 
stances ; a diet which will be too heavy for one starting on 
athletics will be too light for Milon of Croton, and it is the 
master of the gymnasium who decides. Now, a man’s moral 
character is composed of powers or tendencies, the particular 
manifestations of which are emotions, “‘ affections,”’ “ passions ”’ 
(7a0n), natural, sudden movements of the soul which are 
followed by pleasure and pain, and which have no moral 
worth because in themselves they are not objects of a choice 
—lust, anger, fear and boldness, emulation and envy, joy, 
love and hatred, pity.2, The passions, then, are not in them- 
selves good or bad; what makes them so is their modality, 
their “‘ how.’”’ Thus, it is as bad not to be annoyed enough 
by some things as it is to be too much annoyed by others. It 
is this reasonable and right ‘“ how’ which is established by 
prudence, and virtue and vice lie in the manner, acquired by 
a habit, in which we “ behave in respect of ’’ our passions and 
‘make our choice ’’ in respect of them. The “‘ quiddity ”’ of 
ethical virtue will consist in “‘ choosing’’ and ‘“ aiming, by 
preference, at the mean suitable (ro ééov) in respect of our- 


1 P.g., vi. 2; 18, 1144 a 1 to end. 

* Rhet., ii. 1-17, contains a very interesting analysis of the passions. Art is, in 
certain conditions, a means to “ purify” or purge the soul of them (xd@apors) by 
giving it “* relief accompanied by pleasure ”’ (Poet., 6, beg. ; Pol., viii (v), 1342.0 4-14). 
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selves”’ and the circumstances, ‘‘ as it is determined ration- 
ally, or as the judgement of the prudent man would determine 
it ’—the mean short of or beyond which “ one misses the 
aim ”’ and commits a fault. Therefore the good will ‘“‘ which 
aims straight at it has only one mode.” That mean, which 
can be missed in a thousand ways and hit in one alone, is 
therefore like a roof-ridge, a ‘“‘ summit.”’ ? 

It is no light matter to determine the mean in every 
particular case. We should note, too, that it would be absurd 
to hope to find one always. Sometimes one is in the presence 
of an excess, like foolhardiness, or of a defect, like cowardice, 
or of the mean itself, like courage. Nor will one ask what is 
the right measure in the case of certain acts like murder or 
adultery, which are bad in themselves. Lastly, one must 
reckon with the poverty of language, which prevents one 
from giving a clear, exact name to the extremes or to the mean. 
What is important, then, is chiefly the method by which we 
shall determine the virtues. Aristotle sometimes considers 
passions or actions and their varieties in respect of the object, 
and sometimes pleasures and pains. It is impossible here to 
follow him through all the precise, concrete details of an 
analysis which throughout bears witness to his anxiety to 
keep in contact with moral experience. A few remarks may 
suffice. The extremes, being contraries and themselves 
relative to contraries, are at once excess and defect. For 
instance, according as you are considering the acquisition or 
the use of wealth, avarice and prodigality are at the same time 
a too much and a too little. So, too, with justice ; injustice is 
either the action which causes the injury or the injury 
sustained. More, in this case even the mean varies, according 
as the ‘‘ equality ’’ between the too much and the too little is 
a proportional (geometrical) equality, that of “‘ distributive 
justice” (ro dtavennrixoy), or an arithmetical equality, that 
of “corrective” justice (ro d:upOwrixov), and justice “ of 
exchange,” commutative justice.2 With justice, the most 
important of the virtues of social life is friendship, with which 
Aristotle deals at great length, as an especially important 
example (Nic. Eth., viii.-ix.). His discussion also contains 
(ix. 8) penetrating reflections on the place of “ self-love ” and 
the egoistic sentiments in morality. 


1 ii. 2, 1104a 10-13; 4; 5; 6to1107a 7. 2 ii, 6-9. Justice is discusséd in bk. v. 
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The “composite man’ is not, however, man in the 
perfection of his nature. Therefore ethical virtue, which for 
him is, under the control of prudence, all virtue, is not the 
only virtue. Nor is the happiness which can result from it the 
greatest happiness. The greatest happiness must lie in the 
excellence or virtue of what is best in man, namely, pure 
thought (vows). For the inferior has the reason for its being 
in the superior, 1n view of which it exists. Now, pure thought 
is what is divine in us. Because one is a man, Aristotle asks, 
must one prefer to live as a man? Because one is a mortal, 
must one prefer to live as a mortal, when one can “ make 
oneself immortal”’ and is capable of a higher life? That 
higher life is the “ theoretic’ life, the life of speculation or 
contemplation, whose virtue is “ wisdom ”’ or pure thought. 
Here we are in possession of a dianoetic virtue which can 
justify itself, free of diversity and uncertainty. For it is 
relative to the function by which we know the principles, and 
the knowledge of it is one and unchangeable. So there is no 
more question of the element of choice, which was inherent in 
ethical virtue and was the object of prudence. For the 
contingency implied by choice, the possibility of not preferring 
the preferable, was an evil. The only choice now is to submit 
oneself obediently to the necessity of reason. 

This life, the complete achievement of the “ proper work ”’ 
of man, is the happiest possible, and is the only life which is 
fully “‘ practical,”’ for it is a life of leisure, a “ scholastic ”’ 
life (ryoAaorikos), leisure being the immanent end of activity, 
complete in itself. For the same reason, this life is “ self- 
sufficient’ (avrapxns), and only needs not to be hampered. 
But it will be easier to practise this life if several men living 
thus ‘associate’’ and “ work together.’’ In short, the 
semi-monastic life of the philosophical school is the ideal of 
human existence. There work which requires no relaxation 
raises pleasure to its highest pitch of exaltation and continuity. 
It is in no way different from the divine life, except that the 
latter has in absolute fashion what in the former is only 
relative to ourselves; the scholastic life is an imitation, 
dear to the gods, of everlasting bliss. Without a doubt, the 
perfect city, in Aristotle’s eyes, would be that which allowed 
the Wise to live on earth in the isolation and independence 
of God. In the meantime, however, we must resign ourselves 
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to a compromise and merely aécommodate the average and 
contingent conditions of experience to reason.? 

In thus setting a morality of Wisdom and an empirical 
‘ethology ’’ and sociology side by side, Aristotle’s ethical 
theory is a further evidence of the conflict which divides his 
mind between a concrete realism based on observation and a 
systematic, constructive intellectualism, which still aims at 
being realistic. Certainly he sacrifices the second point of 
view to the former, in the practical part of his teaching ; but 
whether he believed them reconcilable will be proved by what 
follows. 

B. Politics. There is no harm in including in politics the 
study of the domestic sphere of activity, to which Aristotle 
attaches the acquisition and use of wealth. Besides, of the 
Economics of our collection, the second book is certainly 
apocryphal, while the first is only a summary of what is said 
on the subject in Book I of the Politics. But what is now the 
Introduction may originally have been a separate treatise. 
For our Politics certainly seems to be a collection of in- 
dependent researches, put together by an editor who may have 
been Theophrastos, and at an early date it was supposed that 
the books are not in their natural order. Books VII and VIII 
seem to follow on III, while 1V-VI form one whole, and there 
are connecting chapters and lacunae. This group of writings, 
like the others, included special studies, such as the Manners 
of Barbarians and the collection of Constitutions (IloArreia:) 
of a hundred and fifty-eight Greek and barbarian cities, 
probably including Carthage and Rome. Our Constitution of 
Athens, discovered by Kenyon in 1891 in a papyrus of the 
British Museum, is a precious fragment of this collection, 
which may give an idea of the rest. It is in two parts, one 
historical, taken from the most varied sources, and one 
descriptive, apparently based on official records. 

Man, we have seen, is a political or social animal. But 
others of the more intelligent beasts share this characteristic 
with him—cranes, ants, and especially bees. They are distinct 
alike from those which live in isolation and those which live 
gregariously. Now, what makes them political or social 
creatures is the fact that there is ‘“‘ community of work ” 


1 x, 7-9; vi. 7; 9, 1142 a 23 ff.; 13, 1145 a 6 to end; Pol., i. 2, 1253 a 27 ff. 
Cf. Metaph., "A. 6, 1071 b 17-22; 8, 1074 a 36; 9, 1076 a 5~11. 
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among all the individuals. Moreover, since the end of all 
activity conforming with nature is the good of the creature 
and the achievement of its essence, the good of the highest 
creature in the scale, man, must be the greatest good possible. 
Therefore between the human political society and those of 
the animals there is only a difference of degree, in the worth 
of the end and the complexity of the means.! The first 
characteristic of Aristotle’s politics is that society is supposed 
to be natural, not artificial. 

Now, first of all, community, the specifically political form 
of natural activity, is not mixture or combination, for the 
parts in it keep their differential individuality ; it is a “‘ com- 
position ”” (cvvOecrs). Secondly, the individuals of which the 
composite is made up must represent different values in it, 
which correspond to needs and may be a matter of exchange 
between the associates. There is no community, for example, 
where there are only women, or only men, or only physicians ; 
a community must be of men and women, or of physicians 
and farmers. Lastly, between these component individuals, 
different but united, there must be a s¢milarity, which lies in 
the fact that they unite with a view to “ something common,”’ 
such as procreation or the restoration of health. In other 
words, there is division of labour and there is unity of labour, 
as in a ship’s crew where every sailor has his own job.? 

The most important of all possible human communities, 
the ultimate realization of what is contained in our essence, is 
the polis, the State. Historically, it is derived from a com- 
bination of villages, which are themselves combinations of 
families. But from the point of view of nature, of the essence 
of things, the converse is the case; family and village are 
only stages in the progress of the individual man towards his 
ultimate end. For these communities are not yet capable: of 
exercising a sufficient constraining force, organized according 
to justice, without which the habitual practice indispensable 
to virtue is impossible. The State, on the other hand, is 
essentially “‘law’’ and the establishment of an “‘ order.” 
For, although it is true that the association of individuals for 
procreation in the family and that of families for food and 
defence in the village already tend towards the perfection of 


1 Hist. An., i. 1, 487 b 33 ff. ; Pol., i. 1, beg. 
2 Nic. Eth., v. 8, 1133 a 16-25; Pol., iii. 4, beg. ; 3, 1276 b 6 ff.; i. 1, beg. 
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life, and towards its “self-sufficiency ” (avrapxeia), which is 
the same thing, yet these communities contain only the 
potentialities and the “ matter”’’ of social nature. This 
tendency is only achieved and determined in the right measure, 
neither too much nor too little, in the State, the ‘‘ form ”’ of 
that same nature. With the State we go beyond the limits of 
instincts and needs; a moral order is constituted ; there is 
community, not only with a view to living, but with a view 
to ‘‘ living well,” that is, with a view to the happiness, identical 
with the virtue, of the whole and of the parts. So far as this 
common end is lacking, there may be unity of territory, 
exchange of services, military alliance, commercial union, 
mutual engagement not to injure one another, but there is no 
political community. But without this last, since he cannot 
be a god, man would sink lower than the social animals, 
whereas the existence of moral notions and that of a language 
which can express them proves that his nature destines him 
for a richer and worthier sociality than theirs. What makes 
the specific nature of his sociality, is the fact that it needs a 
truly civic education, in the widest sense, to prepare and 
preserve its characteristic, the existence of a moral order 
determined by law.? 

Although the State is other than the family, it includes 
the family in itself, and therefore cannot ignore what goes on 
in the family or refrain from extending its authority over the 
moral relations of husband and wife, the education of children, 
the relation of slave to master, and the properly ‘‘ economic ”’ 
phenomena which belong to the family. Now, although the 
hybrid expression “political economy” is not found in 
Aristotle’s writings,” the fact remains that he regards the 
problem of wealth, considered in relation to the State, as one 
of especial importance. It seems, indeed, to be the capital 
problem, the solution of which must determine our views 
about everything else, and it must be attacked first of all.? 

A possession (xriua) is a “* distinct instrument of life,’’ or, 
what is the same thing, a “ distinct instrument of activity.” 
Property (xriats) is a whole collection of such instruments. 
They are not the same as the “ instruments of production ” 


1 Pol., i. 1, 1252 b 27-30; 2, 1253 a 7-18, 30, and end; iii. 1, 1274 a 36-8; 
9, 1280 a 3) ff.; 16, 1287 a 16-24; Nic. Hth., x. 10, 1180 a 14-22. 

2 It is found in the apocryphal bk. ii of the Economica. 
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(aroinrixa), which are tools, properly so called ; for their end 
is specifically “use ’’ or “ activity.” The study of property 
or wealth (xryrixn, xpnuatiorixy in the wide sense) gives the 
first place to the acquisition and possession of the foodstuffs 
necessary to life, in relation to the various kinds of life— 
hunting, fishing, stock-breeding, agriculture, and even brigand- 
age and piracy. In all these cases, even if the activity is not 
always ‘‘spontaneously productive,” at least it is derived 
from nature. This primitive form of property constitutes the 
natural and normal form of wealth, because, although it does 
not exclude ‘‘ laying up provisions,”’ it is limited by the actual 
end to whose requirements it answers. For wealth is “a 
finite quantity of economic and political instruments.” But 
with exchange, not, more generally, of services, but of wealth, 
there ceases to be an exact and direct relation between the 
end and the things which serve to bring it about. It is true 
that in the elementary form of barter, which survives among 
some savage peoples, this relation may continue to exist. 
But, since barter implies that the social group, having grown 
larger, a village instead of a family, is no longer sufficient to 
itself, we are already on the verge of an abnormal “‘ chrema- 
tistic.” For the principle of this deviation lies in a new 
extension of the group. More things are needed, and have to 
be imported; more are produced than are consumed, and 
have to be exported. The transition from natural economy to 
monetary economy is the effect and the sign of this deviation, 
which causes the need for coin to arise.! 

Thus it was the exchange of wealth which led to the 
determination of value (a&a, tiun). No doubt, everything 
which is useful to a man is valuable to him. But he does not 
need to measure his wealth until the day when he undertakes 
to exchange it. Value is measured, in proportion to utility, 
by comparing the labour of production. Corn and a pair of 
shoes both answer needs, and the former will be to the latter 
what the farmer’s labour 1s to the cobbler’s. In the case of 
barter, so much corn is worth so many pairs of shoes. But 
when barter has become impossible, it is more convenient to 
express the value of utility by money, which is thus “ a kind of 
unit of measure ”’ of values, a ‘‘ middle term’”’ between different 
values, a ‘‘ common factor in the exchange of utilities.”’ 2 


1 Pol., i. 8-9. & Nic. Hih., v. 8, 1183 a 5-b 28; Rhet., i. 7, 13864 a 23~30, 
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Aristotle carefully distinguishes between the different 
forms of this perverted economy. First, there is trade in goods 
(ro ayopaiov), where buyers and sellers fix the price of goods 
on the market, and all the branches and sub-branches of trade 
—retail trade, hawking, wholesale trade, transport by land 
and sea, warehousing. Then there is trade in money and usury 
(roxiszos), & Signal example of the perversion of ‘‘ chrema- 
tistic,’’ for it is monstrous that money, a purely conventional 
thing, should “‘ breed money ”’ and so imitate the productive 
work of nature or art. Another example of this perversion is 
salaried labour, an important point to which we shall return 
presently. Industry, as soon as it ceases to be merely 
agriculture or stock-breeding, also becomes artificial and 
abnormal—even the exploitation of mines or forests. But 
what is most important, 1s that this perversion brings with it 
a general deterioration of social life. As money ceases to be 
a symbol and becomes a separate end, and industrial produc- 
tion seeks its end in itself and not in the satisfaction of real 
needs, it follows that the end will no longer be the life which is 
happy in the realization of moral excellence, but the life of 
pleasure, and that, the means having been transformed into 
ends, it will become impossible to assign an ultimate end to 
the means. Thus, the desire to acquire has no longer any 
limits. That is why Aristotle is hostile to industry but is in 
favour of the agricultural State, where the source of production 
is natural and limited to needs, and trade is reduced to a 
minimum. That State alone can, if properly governed, 
approach the ideal of the State which is self-sufficient and which 
must therefore remain small in order to satisfy the require- 
ments of a closed economy, without imports or exports.? 

Very significant evidence of Aristotle’s state of mind is 
afforded by his attitude to the problem of labour and to that 
of population. First, the population—at least the free 
population—must remain almost constant, and proportionate 
to the extent of the territory and to the food-supply. Other- 
wise pauperism and the subversive tendencies of which it is 
the principal cause will become general, internal cohesion 
will be destroyed until the law cannot make its influence felt, 
and the State will be unable to suffice to itself.2 Secondly, 


1 Pol.,i. 10-11; 4, 12644 1-8; iv (vi). 4, 129144 ff. ; vii(iv). 4, end, and 5, beg. 
2 ij, 6, 1265 a 38-b 16; 7, 1266 b 9-14; vii (iv). 4, 1826 a 5 to ond; 16. 
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‘““workman’s labour” (Gavaveia) is regarded as degrading 
to the human being. The handicraftsman, mechanic, and 
labourer are examples of the banausos, the man who is 
dominated by his task and the pay which he expects from it. 
This would also be the case, we should note, with a brain- 
worker, if he was so much the slave of his special subject and 
(like the Sophists) of the demands of his clients that he no 
longer knew leisure or freedom of thought. Aristotle regrets 
that workmen, merchants, and farmers can be free citizens, 
and in his ideal State only slave workers are admitted. 

Therefore Aristotle’s position on the question of slavery, 
his opposition to the theory that it is an unnatural state, is 
based on profound reasons. For him, the slave is a possession, 
but a living possession, an instrument, but an animate 
instrument among mere tools, as a pilot has a steersman with 
his rudder. The slave is superior to the other instruments, in 
that he does not only serve for doing one thing or another, and, 
if he does not directly affect activity itself, he is truly an 
auxiliary of it. Lastly, while he is like an organ to the subject 
of the activity, that is, to his master, he is at least a separate 
organ, unlike the organs of the body. 

But how can one justify that a human being should be 
thus reduced to belonging to another instead of to himself ? 
By the right of war? But that is a conventional right, often 
derived from an initial injustice. By nature, which made some 
men inferior to others, thereby destining them to be the 
instruments by which their betters act? Now, that is just 
what the barbarians are in relation to the Greeks; they are 
their slaves by vocation. There are, Aristotle says, other 
examples of this natural subordination—that of the body 
to the soul, of the wife to her husband, of the domestic animal 
to man. Slavery is, then, a particular case of the “ despotic ”’ 
relation, and the slave is to his master what the plough-ox is 
to a farmer. Like the ox, he has no reason, except what is 
implied in sensation, and no deliberative will. He is only 
valuable for his physical constitution, which is not even that 
of a free man. Moreover, if a shuttle could be made to run 
on the loom automatically (absurd supposition !), one would 
not need a slave worker to throw it. Lastly, the master’s 
right is a moral and even a metaphysical right. He is the 

1 iii, 4, 1278 a 6-9, 17-21; vii (iv). 9, 1828 b 39 ff. ; viii (v). 2, 1337 b 11 to end. 
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good, the end, and the sole reason of the relation connecting 
him with the slave; he is really the whole with a view to 
which the part, which is only a part, exists. 

Consequently, in spite of some ambiguous expressions, 
Aristotle cannot allow that there is “‘ community,” in the 
exact, defined sense of the word, between the two. Although 
they complement one anothét, they have no common aim. 
One is an end, while the other is a means and a chattel. 
There is, therefore, no room here for a moral relation. What 
justice does a ploughman owe to his ox or a workman to his 
tools? A possession, however useful, cannot become a 
‘“member’”’ of the political association, and slaves united 
among themselves could not form such an association, being 
only means. Yet, in relation to his end, which is his master, 
the slave has his own “ virtue,’’ whereas in Aristotle’s eyes 
there is no virtue in the handicraftsman, the monstrous 
product of abnormal “‘ chrematistic,”’ the ‘ specialized slave ”’ 
without a master. So Aristotle’s economic ideal seems to be 
an association of land-owners, having slaves and foreigners to 
work at all the industries necessary to their leisure, and 
exchanging their products direct, all free industry and trade 
being abolished.} 

For him, therefore, the capital problem of politics is a 
practical problem, that of the organization of the State 
(ro woAlrevua) or its constitution (zoArTeia, Toews Ta€is).2 He 
is opposed to plans of radical reform, and we know that he 
criticized Plato’s at length,® especially in respect of the 
abolition of the family and private property. These measures 
would not make the State as united as possible; on the 
contrary, they would rob it of a natural bridle to the passions 
and a stimulus to activity. He also condemns every exag- 
gerated attempt to reinforce the principle of a constitution, 
whatever it may be; a prudent opportunism, composed of 
concessions and hypocrisy, seems to him the best method of 
government. Besides, the question is not so much, who shall 
have the power, as how wealth shall be distributed. Equal 
distribution 1s impossible, and before you can make one in 
proportion to worth you must find a criterion by which to 


1 Pol., i. 2, 1252 b 5-12; 3-7; 13, 1260 a 2-24; vii (iv). 8, 1328 a 28-37; 
9, 1328 a 37 ff.; 10, 1330024 to end. Cf. Nic. Eth., viii. 13, 1161 a 32 ff. 
2 iii. 6, beg. 3 Eug., ii, 1-4. 
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determine worth. Yet, if you want a stable State, it is 
essential to regulate equality or inequality of wealth, and 
correlatively of power, among the citizens. The form of 
polity varies with the manner in which this problem is solved. 
The principle of democracy is “ arithmetical equality ’’ in 
respect of power, implying an equalization, or at least a 
neutralization of differences, of wealth. All other systems 
are based on inequality, either of birth, with the principle of 
heredity, in certain monarchies and oligarchies, or of strength 
or wealth, in most oligarchies, or of personal worth, in the 
sense of virtue, in aristucracics.1. Since the existing govern- 
ments in Greece are democracy and oligarchy, Aristotle chiefly 
tries to establish an ingenious compensation between honours or 
employments and allowances or taxes, so as to deal lightly with 
the rich in democracies and with the poor in oligarchies. He con- 
trols and limits ownership even more than Plato did in the Laws, 
he constitutes a national property, and he restricts the power to 
dispose freely of one’s goods and the right to bequeath them. 
In sum, in politics as in morality, he seeks to realize a just 
mean. Therefore the preponderant position must be given to 
the middle class. Moreover, if the data of the problem are 
economic, the solution is, in his eyes, chiefly moral. Although 
education is always made appropriate to a given political 
constitution, it must counterbalance its vices, by combating 
the unchecked play of desires and unbridled individualism.? 
How far do the various constitutions satisfy these general 
requirements ? Aristotle says that there are three natural 
types of government—kingship, aristocratic oligarchy, and 
republic (zod:reia in the strict sense), according as the 
sovereignty is in the hands of one man, of the few, or of all, 
and according as its essence is authority, worth, or freedom. 
All three are “right” if the object of the governors is “‘ the 
common interest,’’ but “ defective ”’ if their object is ‘* personal 
interest.’’ Hence there are three corresponding “‘ deviations ”’ 
—tyranny, oligarchy of wealth, and demagogy, which carry 
the normal principle to its absolute extreme and have as their 
essence, respectively, despotism, plutocracy, and licence or 
arbitrary power in the interest of the poor. Here we clearly 


1 Especially vi (vii). 2-3; iv (vi), 1293 a 12 to end. 

* Nic. Hth., v. 4-5; Pol., ii. 7, 1266 b 28 ff.; 10, 1272 a 12 ff.; iii. 4, beg. ; 
10; iv (vi). 11, 1295 b 365 ff.; v (viii). 8, 1309 a 20 ff. ; vi (vii). 4, 1319 a 6 
5, 1320 a 33 ff. ; ete. 
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recognize the teaching of Plato’s Statesman. But Aristotle 
regards even the right types as departures from an ideal 
constitution, ‘‘ according to our aspirations,’ freed by 
abstraction from all obstacles. Failing it, we shall be content 
to study historically certain existing governments, their 
development, and the revolutions which have ruined them, 
and, ‘*‘ starting from that,’’ we shall determine what could 
have saved them, and what, consequently, is of a nature to 
give the State the greatest possible stability—that is, doubt- 
less, as we have seen, a happy compromise between oligarchy 
and democracy.! 

Interesting as it is for its wealth of evidence, Aristotle’s 
Politics at the same time shows a strong tendency to syste- 
matize in the abstract. Whatever empirical adjustments his 
instinctive opportunism may inspire, this tendency prevented 
him from seeing properly the great events which were happen- 
ing or brewing before his eyes in the Greek world. His eyes, 
like Plato’s, were turned on the past, on the small self-centred 
republic, and he sought its future, blindly, in a reinforcement 
of that concentration. 


5. THEORETIC SCIENCES. The elementary discipline in 
the order of speculation is mathematics. But Aristotle’s mind 
tended rather to the logic of discourse and to scientific erudition 
or truly philosophic speculation, and he does not seem to have 
had the same mastery of the subject as Plato. Although he 
often makes use of it, it is rather to draw examples from it, or 
to present the results of an empirical analysis with an outward 
appearance of simplicity. He is an opponent of the mathe- 
matical theory of Xenocrates, and is more interested in the 
object treated by mathematics, to which, according to one 
of our catalogues, he devoted a book. In any case, the treatise 
On Indivisible Lines in our collection is not by him, but by 
Straton or Theophrastos. Our Mechanics may be the work of 
Aristotle which Simplicius mentions together with Geometrical 
Books. No doubt, he was chiefly interested in the physical 
part of mathematics—optics, harmony, astronomy. He 
certainly wrote on the last subject, and is said to have en- 
trusted his nephew Callisthenes with the ‘task of collecting 
the astronomical tables of the Babylonians. 


1 iii, 6-7; iv (vi). 1-13. 
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A. Physics. Aristotle makes physics a single science, in 
which a theoretical, general study of nature may be distin- 
guished from an analytical, special study of natural beings, 
and in the latter study animate, or living, beings may be 
separated from others. 

The first subject is the theme of the eight books of the 
Physics and the two On Generation and Corruption. The first 
four books of the Physics are often described by Aristotle as 
a treatise On Principles and the rest as one On Movement 
(although the seventh, with its double version, seems to be a 
school text-book, introduced into the collection of “lectures’’). 
The general point of view of the work On Generation and 
Corruption is found again in the second half of the tract On 
the Heavens, in four books, the two first of which treat especially 
of the stars, and also in Books I-III of the Meteorology, the 
fourth book of which, sometimes attributed to Straton, deals 
especially with terrestrial nature. Our collection also contains 
several works which are certainly apocryphal, although some 
at least may be derived indirectly from Aristotle-——On the 
World, a work probably of the end of the Ist century B.c., 
which is interesting as clearly bearing the stamp of the 
influence of Poseidonios, On the Breath (wept wvevparos), On 
the Positions and Names of the Winds, On Colours, On the 
Qualities of Sounds, the Problems, a collection of 262 ‘‘ Whys,”’ 
followed by many answers, not all of them about nature, and 
the Marvellous Histories, the most ancient example of the 
treatises in which rare facts, regarded as inexplicable ‘‘ para- 
doxes ’’ of nature, were collected in classes. 

(a.) General Principles of Physics. The fundamental notion 
of physics is the notion of nature, physis. It is not a soul, 
but it is something analogous, a principle in virtue of which, 
‘* essentially ’’ or “ immediately,” certain things of themselves 
commence or cease movements and changes. Nature is a 
spontaneous art, ‘immanent in ”’ the thing which is at once 
its subject and its agent (apyy év av’rw 7 a’re), without any 
distinct, outside cause being necessary (apyy év GAA). It is 
something like a physician who heals himself, with the differ- 
ence that in that case the coming together of the morbid state 
and the curative action is purely accidental, and not essential 
to the being in question.1 What chiefly distinguishes the nature 


1 E.g., Phys., ii. 1, all the beginning ; Metaph., A. 3, 1070 & 7 ff. 
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of Aristotle from that of the Physicists is that it is not only 
matter, the formless subject and necessary seat of future 
determinations ; it is also, and chiefly, form, inseparable from 
its matter as snubness from a nose, and end, an essence which 
requires and effects its own achievement. For nature, like 
human art, is “‘thought directed at an end” (76 vexa Tov 
kat amo Stavotas), ‘ providence ’’ (zpovootca) without delibera- 
tion or choice, finality by the attraction of a good which 
is to come yet is anterior in the order of being. In its work 
nothing is “in vain” (uarnv) or random or an “ episode,”’ 
unconnected with everything else, or lack, or absence of 
measure ; for, having good for its end, it is irreconcilable with 
infinity.? 

The movement which, for all that exists “ by nature ”’ 
(dvcet), is as an ‘‘ immortal and unceasing life’ is not merely 
movement in the strict sense ; it is all “‘ natural passing from 
one state to another,” all change (ueruBor)). Now, for such 
a passing there must be a “ matter capable of being one of 
these states and the other.’’ Therefore the change is ‘‘ from 
what is potentially (dvwvaper) to what is actually’”’ (évepyeta). 
More precisely, the change or movement is an “ imperfect 
action,” the very action “ of what is potentially, in so far as 
it is potentially.”’ Thus, so long as an edifice is being built 
and is not completed, movements are going on which will 
change the possibility of an edifice into a reality. Therefore 
movement requires something “ mobile,’ whose mobility it 
makes actual, and a ‘“ mover,” which is within the mobile 
thing in the case of the natural movement which is the object 
of physics. For otherwise movement is “ against nature ”’ 
or ‘‘ forced.”” This does not mean that an outside cause is 
not sometimes necessary to remove the obstacles which oppose 
that movement, as in the case of the tendency (which is, 
however, in accordance with nature) of bodies having weight 
to go downwards. It is none the less true that in every 
moving thing there are (1) a privation of movement in fact 
by the side of the possibility of being moved, and (ii) an 
immanent and truly motionless form, which is called a 
‘“mover ”’ because it turns that potentiality of movement 
into a real movement. Consequently, movement is nothing 


1 Phys., ii, 2,194 a 12-14; 5, 196 b 21 ff. ; 8, 199 a 30-2; De Caelo, ii. 4, end; 
9, end; 11, beg.; etc. : 
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apart from that “ composite ”’ of matter and form, that is, 
apart from things which “ act and are affected.’’ There is no 
‘“movement of movement,’ no speed except that which 
is expressed by the speed or slowness of a moved mobile 
thing. There is no trace of the point of view of orthodox 
kinematics in Aristotle’s mechanics, and he has no idea of a 
composition of movements other than the play of acting 
substantial forces. So, too, we shall not say that a thing 
moves when, in consequence of the movement of its correlative, 
it changes its state or place; “there is no movement of 
relatives.” Lastly—a conception very characteristic of 
Aristotle’s dynamics—the continuation of the movement of 
a projectile after it has ceased to be in contact with the mover 
is explained by a transference, renewed in a discontinuous 
manner, of the original impulse to the space traversed by the 
moving thing. By a phenomenon comparable to magnetic 
action, an aptitude to move is awakened in that space. That 
aptitude decreases with distance because of resistances which 
lie in the mass of the moving thing, namely, its natural 
weight. Aristotle is very far from the law of inertia.? 

With movement and change in general several other 
important notions are connected. First of all, they are 
continua, not indivisible totals. A continuum is something 
consecutive or something contiguous, the boundaries of whose 
parts not only le side by side so as not to be outside one 
another, but “‘make one.’’? Secondly, they get this con- 
tinuity from the cxtended “ size,’’ whether it be full or not, 
which is their seat all through or the place of the trajectories, 
and they in their turn communicate it to time, which expresses 
their development without end. Extension, vacuum, time, 
and infinity are fundamental notions of physics.® 

Now, what is interesting In extension is not the vague 
localization of a thing in that “‘ common place,” or universal, 
which is the whole world, but the determination of the 
‘ special place ’’ of that thing. Moreover, it is certain that, 
in the universal place of the world, there are “‘ natural places,”’ 
an above and a below, and, in relation to them, a right and a 
left. These are not merely parts of a homogeneous space ; 


1 Phys., iii. 1, 200 b 28 ff.; 201 a 8 ff.; iv. 13, 222 b 16, 21; v. 1, 2256 a1; 
2, beg.; 4, 228 b 26 ff.; vi. 5, beg.; viii. 4; 5, esp. 268 a1; 10, 266 b 265 ff. 

2 'y, 3, 226 b 21 ff. Metaph., K. 12, 1068 b 26 #. 

8 Phys., iv. 11, 219 a 10 ff, 
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they are specific local ‘ properties,’’ the formal essence of 
which is, for the two extremes, to be the abode of fire and 
earth, and, for the middle, to be that of air and water. So 
space appears to be bound up with things. But it is not a 
thing. Nor is it, as Plato thought, formless matter, for it sets 
bounds, nor form, for then it would be inseparable from the 
thing. Yet, although it is not a thing, it is a size, a real size, 
not a purely intelligible one, and, although it is not that which 
contains other entities (for then it would itself have to be 
contained), it is a “‘ container.’’ It must be defined as “‘ the 
first limit of the container, immediately contiguous to’’ the 
contained and not forming a continuum with it. It is a motion- 
less limit. It may be comparable to a pail, but the pail is at 
least a place which can be moved about. Yet it is a limit 
which can move on itself without changing its place, as is 
proved by the example of the First Heaven, which is the 
limit contiguous to the universe which it envelops. So space 
is both bound to things and independent of them, and in such 
a way that they move in it, Just as a pail remains what it is 
when the water has been emptied out of it and air fills it 
instead. In relation to space, then, movement is (as Plato 
said) a phenomenon of “replacing ”’ (avm7epiocracts); cold, 
wet exhalations, for example, “‘ take the place’’ of hot, dry 
ones, and vice versa, or, as Straton says, the fish and the 
water in which it moves take each other’s place in turn. 

So vacuum is not, as the Atomists thought, the funda- 
mental condition of movement and change. On the contrary, 
it would make movement incomprehensible. For if place 
had no natural local property, what reason would there be 
for a body to move in any direction? How, too, should 
we explain the fact that its movement grows quicker as it 
comes near its “natural place?’’ If you thus do away 
with the proper dynamic activity of nature, you will not be 
able to substitute mechanism even in the order of “‘ forced ”’ 
movements, for they are only an artificial diversion of natural 
movements. Moreover, since movement can only be con- 
ceived as the relation of two opposing substantial forces, 
active and passive, and since, by hypothesis, vacuum has 
no force of resistance, the moving thing would move in it 
with infinite speed, or in no time; and also two moving 

1 iv, 1-5. 
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things of different weights would cover the same distance at 
equal speed. This would be as much as to deprive bodies of 
their own weight, that natural property which determines 
the acceleration or, where the impulsion comes from outside, 
the slowing-down of their movement. It is, then, on a 
substantial quality, and not on “mass,” that Aristotle’s 
mechanical theory makes ‘“force’’ depend. Moreover, 
vacuum, being defined as the absence of all content, is con- 
tradictory to the very nature of place, the qualitative limit 
of a real content. Lastly, rarefaction and condensation, 
which some people believe to be unexplainable without 
vacuum, are likewise qualitative modifications of substance, 
but modifications which change its size.} 

The qualitative tendency of Aristotle’s physics becomes 
still more marked when he considers the dependence of tome 
on movement. Movement is, above all things, a covering of 
distance ; the moving thing goes from a point behind to a 
point in front. Now, these two terms, considered in their 
succession and as a ‘“ before’’ and an “ after,’’ are time. 
Time is not movement, but “ something of movement,” a 
property of what is itself a property of the mobile thing. This 
property of a property has, moreover, a definitely subjective 
quality. For without the soul, which reckons the successive 
moments of movement and is alone capable of doing so, there 
would be neither duration nor time, because then there would 
be no consciousness of change, as in the case of the legendary 
Sleepers of Sardinia, who thought that the moment of their 
falling asleep and that of their waking were the same. So 
time is created by thought as “ the number of movement in 
respect of ‘ before’ and ‘after’.’’ This creation gives time 
its own reality; for the instant of “now” (ro vw), which 
merely separates past from future, is nothing more than the 
‘* limit *’ of a perceived duration. Also, being something other 
than the two instants which bound it, time is distinct from 
movement ; it is the same everywhere and for all movements, 
neither faster nor slower. But it shares in the double eternity 
of movement, and is therefore eternal, infinite in its past as 
in its future.? 

This statement raises the problem of the infinite, and great 


} iv. 6-9 ; viii. 5, 250 a 8 ff. ; 9, 265 b 13 ff, 
§ iv. 10-14; viii. ]-2 to 253 a 2. 
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difficulties with it. For Aristotle regards the infinite as nothing 
more than “the possibility of dividing and subdividing 
without end.” It is, then, the absence of limitation, that 1s, 
of form, in the continuum, what there is negative and “ vanish- 
ing ”’ in it, its endless divisibility. Far from being a thing, it 
is “‘ that outside which there is always something,” that which 
is always unfinished and imperfect, in contrast to the perfect, 
which is the finite. It is true that it is hke movement; both, 
** like a fight or a day,” have all their being “ in their perpetual 
becoming.’ But, whereas movement goes towards its term, 
‘* privation ’’ is always bound up with that potentiality, the 
infinite. So, when Aristotle condemns “infinity of com- 
position,’ he means to condemn every claim to “ realize ”’ 
the infinite (ws adwpicuevoy), in size, In movement, or in 
generation (for, without being infinite, generation can be 
circular). It is, therefore, surprising that, alone of all physical 
continua, time is infinite, and still more so that it should get 
that infinity from movement, of which it is the number; for 
movement is not infinite, nor is number, because it 1s impossible 
‘‘ to finish the course covered by the infinite.”” Yet there is 
an infinite movement, and it is a perfect movement—that of 
the First Heaven. Why is it perfect, although infinite ? 
Because it is an absolute unity and not a discontinuous series 
of movements ; because it describes a circular trajectory, on 
which it is impossible to distinguish starting-points and end- 
points ; because, lastly, it is a movement of which there is no 
number. Therefore the time which corresponds to infinite 
movement is a time which is neither distinction nor number ; 
for divided time “ neither contains nor measures eternal 
things in so far as they are eternal,’’ that is, the stars in so far 
as they move with the circular movement.! So the funda- 
mental generalizations of physics cannot be determined 
without introducing other generalizations, which concern the 
system of the world, and even ontology. 

Aristotle distinguishes several kinds of movement and 
change. Moreover, movement itself is, to speak strictly, a 
kind of change ; it is a passing in the thing ‘“‘ from one contrary 
to another.”’ Now, there are various kinds of being, which are 
the categories. Therefore there should be as many kinds of 
movement. But there will be none corresponding to the 

1 jii, 4-8; iv. 12, 221 b 3-7; viii. 6-9, 
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categories of action and affection or of relation, for in that 
case there would be either movement of movement, or move- 
ment without movement, which, as we have seen, Aristotle con- 
siders unreasonable. We must also leave substance on one side, 
at least for the moment, and time, which is a property of move- 
ment, and some minor categories. So we have left movement 
in quantity, or increase and decrease, movement in quality, 
or alteration (a\Xolwcis), and movement in place, locomotion, 
“transference ’’’ (dopa). Of these kinds, which Plato had 
already partly distinguished,! the last is implied by the two 
others ; for alteration to take place, the agent must approach 
the affected, and in increase and decrease the body, changing 
in size, must change in place, but never beyond a certain term. 
Similarly alteration, even if it occurs at once and “‘ all over,” 
like freezing, modifies the thing’s qualitative constitution only 
within certain limits. This is because the locomotion supposed 
by these finite movements is in a straight line, and is compelled 
to recommence unceasingly. Now, if movement is to be 
really continuous and one, there must be a perfect locomotion, 
without beginning, middle, or end-—in fact, circular.? 
Connected with this first condition. and therefore with 
the movement of the First Heaven, is a process which plays an 
important part in physics, and which Aristotle usually regards 
as the fourth kind of movement—" generation and _ cor- 
ruption,” or coming into being and passing away (yevects, 
dgopa). A thing begins or ceases to exist. But that passing 
from not-being to being, or vice versa, takes place between 
contradictories, not between contraries. It is not therefore 
strictly a movement. Im any case, therefore, the circle of 
generations mentioned above can only be a broken reflection 
of the circular movement; and, if the process is capable of 
a certain continuity, it is certainly not in its form or its 
essence. Besides, Aristotle has the greatest difficulty in 
exactly defining this important essence. Between relative 
generation, or alteration, where the subject persists and 
becomes other in quality, and absolute generation, where the 
subject gives place to another subject, which, however, the 
first already was potentially, there seems to be only a difference 
of degree. In the presence of the facts, Aristotle himself 


1 Theaet., 181 c-d; Parm., 138 b-c. See also above, p. 229. 
2 Phys., v. 1-2 ; viii. 7-8. 
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endeavours to soften the rigidity of the structure of his own 
scholastic teaching. That is shown also in his study of mixture. 
Mixture is more than mere aggregation, for it gives birth toa 
new body ; yet it is not corruption of the elements, for, if they 
lose their own nature, they keep it potentially and only 
‘“‘ alter’? one another. Nor is it a generation for the resulting 
‘‘ mixed thing,”’ for, even if this latter is a new substance, at 
least it never has, like a living creature when born, specifically 
distinct parts, adapted to different functions ; on the contrary, 
all its parts will be like one another and the whole—that is, 
it will be homoecomerous.? 

Natural changes or movements being such, the physicist 
may consider their cause from different points of view. A 
first superficial distinction can be made between immanent 
causes and external causes. In the first rank of these latter 
is the ‘“‘ motive ”’ or “‘ efficient ’’ cause, ‘‘ that from which the 
movement comes ”’ (vo 60ev). We explain the existence of a 
child by its parents, and that of a quarrel by an insult. So, 
too, we explain by an external cause when we say with a view 
to what or for what something happens. You go walks in 
order to keep well; that is causality of the end or object 
(ro ov &vexa). But we can also explain by a principle inside 
the thing itself—either that from which it springs or the 
materials of which it is made (ro é€ oi—seed for the plant, 
bronze for the statue), or as the chief part and “ that without 
which” (ro od ov« avev), or necessary condition (the heart 
for the animal, the foundations for the house). This is, in 
general, the material cause. But, if we go deeper into this 
distinction, we see that the outwardness of the two first causes 
is purely apparent, and that what makes them causes and 
principles of explanation has been neglected. For an efficient 
cause is a cause because it is a part of the essence of its effect, 
and a final cause is a cause because it is that essence itself, 
considered as a pattern. The walk is part of a good health 
which aims at perfecting itself, the begetter is contained in 
the begotten as the type which the latter shall realize, the 
architect is implied by the idea of the house. Being outside, 
being before or after—all these distinctions in space or time 
are valueless except in relation to experience and the pre- 
paration of knowledge. In relation to the true order of 


1 De Gen. et Corr., i. 2-4; 10; ii. 10, 
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nature, or of art as an image of nature, all that matters is the 
order of rank of notions and their dependence on the whole 
essence. That essence is the end, and the concatenation of 
determining antecedents is merely a translation, in the 
reverse direction, of the order in which analysis of that essence 
reveals the attributes which make it up. In short, it is an 
immanent causality that the two forms of external causality 
reveal, more or less immediately ; it is ‘‘ causality of form ” 
or of “‘idea.”” The quiddity of the thing, its nature or own 
function, is its true reason for being, and in what we call cause 
and effect there is only a difference of point of view about the 
undivided unity of the essence.! 

There is, however, as we have seen, another immanent 
cause—matter. Consequently, Aristotle does not regard 
physical causality as purely conceptual. Indeed, matter is a 
reality. It is negation and “ privation’”’ of the future form, 
but it ‘‘ possesses ’’ the contrary form which will be followed 
by the future form. It is the permanent subject of what 
changes and the substance of the modifications (ro vzroxeiuevov). 
Have we here, not alteration, but generation or corruption, 
subjects which come into being or pass away ? In that case, it 
will be noted that these subjects are ‘‘ composites ”’ (evvoAov), 
that the old and the new still have a common basis, whether 
it be a matter, which is first one composite subject and then 
becomes another, or a necessary condition. The matter of water 
becomes that of fusible things, the matter of marble becomes 
that of the statue, the female principle becomes the embryo, 
the food becomes nourishment for an animal. Moreover, 
except, perhaps, in the case of differences of sex and those 
dividing beasts from men (for beasts and women are de- 
generations of men), the matter is the principle of the 
individuality only, of the purely “ numerical,’ not “ specific- 
ally ’’ differential plurality. Lastly, just because it is in- 
determinate and ambiguous, the power of becoming or doing 
this or that, which is proper to matter, is not realized in all 
cases or for ever, or it is realized wrongly ; from matter come 
contingency, the imperfections and perishableness of our 
works, and the errors of nature. 


1 Phys., ii. 3= Metaph., A. 2; cf. 1, 1013 a 7-10, 16-19. 

* Phys., ii. 8, 199 a 33 ff. ; De Caelo, i. 9, 278 a 15 ff. ; 12, 283 b 4 ff. ; Metaph., 
E. 2, 1027 a 13 ff.; I.9,end; Part. An., iv. 10, 686 b 2; Gen. An., i. 2,716a 18; 
ii, 3, 787 a 27; iv. 8,777 a 6 ff.; 10, 778 a 6 ff 
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But, when matter thus seems to have a force of resistance 
of its own, we are justified in asking whether it is not rather 
energy which is lacking in the agent. Everywhere else, in 
any case, it is plain that matter is nothing in itself and apart 
from form. A certain form requires a certain matter and 
cannot accept any other. ‘‘ The carpenter’s art cannot 
descend to flutes ’’—that artistic truth exactly symbolizes 
what happens in nature. Matter and form are therefore 
correlatives, which, in the natural order, are never separated, 
and they are not interchangeable correlatives. A certain 
determination is correlative to a certain indetermination, a 
privation to a possession, an activity (evépyera) to a poten- 
tiality, and vice versa. Soa physical reality cannot be defined 
by the matter alone nor by the form or end alone, but by the 
matter together with the form. So, too, to know a physical 
cause is to know what is the quiddity of the natural composite 
which you are studying, and, since this quiddity is the ordered 
whole of the qualities of the composite, it is to know what 
their order is, rising from those which are antecedents or 
material conditions to the essence which holds them together 
and is their end.! So the cause is always inside the thing ; to 
explain the thing is to analyse the notion of it. Therefore, in 
so far as it is science and not a preparation for science, 
Aristotle's physical theory does not accept the consideration 
of experience. 

An ordered series of causes—that, in the last analysis, is 
what constitutes the determinism of nature. In the scale of 
forms, the rank of each is marked by the richness of its 
content, that is, by the number of essences which it rules and 
unites. Moreover, since matter never exists except in the 
composite, and as a potentiality of that of which the composite 
is the activity, every composite will serve as matter to a form 
in whose essence it is contained; the scale of matters cor- 
responds to that of forms. We must, therefore, mark the 
degrees of rank in these two scales. Certain causes are 
proximate, “ nearest,’”’ immediate or “‘ first ”’ in relation to the 
thing in its individuality. Others are more remote, but they 
too are “ first,’’ as being fundamental conditions—hot and 


1 Phys., i. 7, 191 a 4-12; 9, 192 a 3-6; ii. 9; Metaph., A. 4, 1015 a 3-11; 
Z. 9, 1034 a 30 ff.; H. 1; 4, 1044 a 25 ff.; 6. 6-9; De An., i. 1, 403 a 20 ff; 
Part. An., i. 1, 646 a 29 ff. : 
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cold, which are more remote than the matter of an animal, or 
the form of man, which is more remote than Peleus, the father 
of Achilles.? 

But in neither series can the progression be indefinite. In 
the order of matter, it stops before total absence of deter- 
mination. ‘“‘ Primary matter’’ is a pure abstraction, and 
cannot be anything else, since, even when united to a form, 
matter is never knowable in itself, but only “‘ by analogy ”’ 
with artificial fabrications.2. In the order of form, the series 
stops before total determination, and, since form is by itself 
the real and the knowable, this last term must be that which 
is most real and must exist wholly in action, apart from all 
which, preceding it, nevertheless depends on it and is explained 
only by it. Therefore physics, being the science of movement 
and change, demands a first cause of them, a “‘ first mover.” 
Now, that demand will only be satisfied if the mover is not 
a moved mover, but a motionless mover, and is eternal, and is 
unextended. For every force, in Aristotle’s view, has an 
extent for its seat. If the infinite force required to explain 
incessant movement has its seat in an infinite extent, it follows, 
in virtue of the theory of projectiles (above, p. 279), that the 
speed will be infinite and that the movement will take place 
in no time ; which is absurd. Therefore the first mover must 
be outside space, as it is outside movement and time. So— 
an important observation—in the first mover, and in it alone, 
the efficient cause and the final cause are external causes, and 
that for the very reason which prevented them from being 
so really in the order of nature—their identity with the 
formal cause. For in the first mover the formal cause is 
separate, not immanent. So even now, and without waiting 
for “ first philosophy,” we see that, for the principle of nature 
and of its movement, even physical theory is compelled to go 
to a supernatural form, lying outside its own domain.? 

(b) Cosmology. After these generalizations, we can attack 
the content of physics, first of all leaving out living beings. 

The world, the universe (ro wav), is often called the 


1 Metaph., H. 4, 1044 a 20 ff., b. 1 ff.; 6, end; A. 5, 1071 a 20 ff.; Phys. 
ii. 3, 195 a 29 ff., b 1 ff.; Gen. An., iv. 1, 765 b 4 ff. 
2 Phys., i. 7,191 a 7-14; De Gen. et Corr., ii. 1, 329 a 9 to end, and very often ; 
Metaph., Z. 10, 1036 a 8. 
3 Phys., viii. 5-6 to 259 b 31; 10, end; De Caelo, 4, end; 9, 279 a 28 ff. 
f. CKRXXIHI, ch. xviii. 
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‘“heavens’’ by Aristotle, since the heavens embrace the 
‘‘ whole ’’ of things. This universal place of natural things 
and their movements is the first of the “moved movers.”’ 
It is necessarily single, since the “ first mover ”’ is single, and, 
since the first mover is eternal, the universe has neither 
beginning nor end. Since there is nothing outside it, it is 
perfect, and therefore finite, and forms a sphere moving with 
the most perfect movement, the circular. But, since all 
directions of rectilinear movement are included in it, a first 
qualitative diversity is thus manifested in the sphere of the 
universe—that of natural places, which are bound up, as we 
know, with fundamental oppositions of quality. Above is the 
place of absolute lightness, below is that of absolute heaviness, 
and the region between is that of relative lightness and heavi- 
ness. So there are four simple or elemental bodies, fire and 
earth, water and air, which Aristotle also calls the four 
‘“ matters,’ for outside them there is only the primary matter. 
But, in virtue of the same reasoning, there must also be a more 
perfect matter corresponding to the eternal circular movement. 
This fifth essence of matter, the ether, allows, therefore, of 
no contrariety or any kind of change ; it is truly something 
divine. 

In consequence, the universe must be divided into two 
great regions, profoundly different from each other. In one, 
movements are perfectly simple, regular, and eternal, and 
therefore circular. The only indetermination or potentiality 
which it admits is that of the mobility inherent in the ether, 
the element of which the bodies in that region are made ; 
this is what Aristotle calls “local matter”? (iAy roxy). 
Since, moreover, this indetermination is that of an eternal 
movement, which cannot be other than what it is, the necessity 
reigning there excludes constraint, because its principle does 
not lie in conditions imposed by something inferior. This 
region is the heavens properly so called, and extends from 
the First Heaven, that of the fixed stars, which envelops the 
universe, to the moon, the star nearest to us; it is the region 
above the moon. The heaven of the fixed stars is the first of 
the moved movers, that nearest the first mover, an animate 
and truly divine body. The stars, like it, are animate spherical 
bodies, whose life and practical activity are, by their impassi- 


1 De Caelo, i. 2; 7, 275 b 12 ff.; 8-10; ii. 1; 3; iv. 5, 312 a 30; Phya., iii &. 
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bility, eternal unchangeability, and superior sufficiency, 
incomparably excellent. Now, it is the degree of this excellence 
which, according to Aristotle, should account for all the facts 
of observation. Thus, since the infinite force of the first 
mover weakens as it is passed on, and can no longer be com- 
municated to so many mobile things, it is reasonable that 
there should be fewer stars the farther you go from the 
sphere of the fixed stars. Or, again, since perfection is no 
_ longer realized immediately, it is reasonable that the single 
revolution of the First Heaven should be replaced by many 
complicated sidereal revolutions. 

All these revolutions must be conceived in the same 
manner. For the planets are just as motionless as the fixed 
stars. It is proved, a priort and a posteriori, that they have 
no movement of their own, neither rotation on themselves nor 
circular locomotion. What is moved in a circle is only the 
transparent sphere which bears the star, although it is im- 
possible to know whether it is moved by the soul of the star, 
or has a soul of its own, or is moved with the ether and merely 
guided by the star. The star, being thus conveyed at great 
speed, grows hot with the motion and becomes luminous. 
But, whereas all the fixed stars are borne by one single sphere, 
each planet has its own sphere, or even spheres, as many as 
are needed to “ give the phenomena ”’ attested by observation. 
Here we recognize the astronomical system of EKudoxos. To 
account for certain appearances neglected by Eudoxos, a 
contemporary of Aristotle named Callippos of Cyzicos had 
raised the number of the spheres to thirty-four. Aristotle 
further increases the number, but, it seems, for physical 
reasons, not for the needs of geometrical representation. For 
his heavens are solid heavens. That being so, if the proper 
movement of each planetary sphere is not to be affected by 
that of the sphere immediately surrounding it (which would 
destroy the unity of this physical system), it is necessary 
to insert between them as many “ compensatory ’’ spheres 
as are required. There will be twenty-two of these, so 
that the total number of heavens, contained concentrically 
in the First Heaven (which is also counted), will be 


1 De Caelo, i. 9, 279 a 19 ff.; ii. 1, 284 a 14-16; 2, 285 a 29; 3, 286 a 9-12; 
12, 292 a 20 ff., b 1 ff.; De Gen. et Corr., ii. 11, 337 b 35 ff. ; Meteor., i. 3, 340 b 
6 ff.; Metaph., 0. 8. 
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fifty-five, or forty-seven, if the sun and moon are set apart 
from the other planets and one deducts the heavens 
lying between Venus and the sun and between the sun and 
moon.! 

The sublunary region is far less extensive. The earth is 
quite a small sphere,? and is in the middle, for we see that 
all bodies having weight tend towards its centre, and it serves 
as a motionless pivot to the whole system. Being farther 
away from the first moved mover, this region is very different 
from the other. In it there is change, the generation and 
corruption of substances, instead of unchangeable, eternal 
existence. Instead of things, all animate, which possess their 
own good immediately or almost so, it contains a majority 
of inanimate bodies, and even the animate things in it often 
lack the good at which they aim (diseases and monstrosities), 
or are obliged to deliberate about it and err in their calcula- 
tions. So in this region intelligible necessity, which comes 
from form, is opposed by inferior necessities, which come from 
matter, not from a perfectly determined matter like that of 
the sidereal world, but from a matter which is essentially 
indetermination. Discontinuity will be the rule of movement, 
even of circular movement. Mere frequency will take the 
place of absolute regularity. Lastly, this sublunary region 
is the domain of the contingent, of the accidental and chance. 
The fortuitous (ro avrouarov) is, for Aristotle, that which 
occurs exceptionally and without finality in a sphere of 
activity, such as our conduct or the work of nature, which 
normally allows of finality. Digging the ground, going to the 
market-place, going to sea—these are human actions which 
usually have anend. But happening upon a treasure, meeting 
your debtor unexpectedly, and being cast up by a storm on 
AXgina, which was not your destination, are facts of chance, 
but more especially of fortune (rvx), good or bad. Now, when 
speaking of the works of nature, we shall not assert fortune, 
for want of a possible choice, but merely chance in general, 
the fortuitous—as in the case of the production of a monster, 
for nature of itself was aiming at the achievement of a normal 
being. Fortuitous facts, then, are not facts without a cause, 


1 De Caelo, ii, 1-8; 10-12; Metaph., A. 8. 
? Its ciroumfaence is estimated at 400,000 stades, or about 46,000 miles (De 
Oaelo, ii. 14, end. 
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but facts which result from an unforeseen or abnormal 
coming together of causes. In short, in the sublunary 
region, the energy of form issuing from the first mover 
grows steadily weaker; it is applied to matter with less 
and less exactness and allows the indetermination of matter 
free play. 

It is, therefore, reasonable that the only elements of this 
region should be those inferior to the ether. Now, they can 
be explained, not, as above, in relation to their “ natural 
places,”’ but by qualities relative to the most fundamental of 
our senses, that of touch. Hot and cold, dry and wet, are 
opposites which exclude one another, but only in those pairs. 
So four combinations are possible, which produce dry, hot 
fire, dry, cold earth, wet, hot air, and wet, cold water. More- 
over, the first two qualities are active and the second two 
passive. Therefore the elements are never apprehended 
except in these mutual relationships, and can only mingle 
with or be transformed into one another. So the sublunary 
world is properly the region of mixtures. But there is an 
order of rank among these. 

Some are temporary manifestations of the preponderance 
of one element, and are destroyed as soon as formed. Such 
are all the very various phenomena of the circumterrestrial 
region, which Aristotle puts together under the name of 
meteora (winds, clouds, rain, snow, hail, ice, rainbow, thunder- 
bolt, lightning, thunder, various celestial fires, shooting stars, 
comets, Milky Way, etc.) in a group whose constitution was 
respected for centuries afterwards. The others, which are 
more stable and are the true mixtures, belong to earth.? For, 
on the one hand, the envelope of the sublunary world is a 
sphere of fire, or, more exactly, of inflammable matter, which 
turns with the First Heaven... It surrounds the air, which 
surrounds the water, which covers the earth. The movement 
of this envelope heats and dries the air, to which dry, smoky 
exhalations rise from the earth. At the same time wet, 
vaporous exhalations rise from the water. The conflict of 
these two kinds of exhalation and their mutual proportions 
give rise, by condensations, rarefactions, compressions, ex- 


1 Phys., ii. 4-6 (chance. Cf. Metaph., A. 30); 8, 198 b 34 ff; 199 a 33 ff. ; 
b 19 ff.; Gen. An., iv. 3-4; De Caelo, i. 9, 278 a 28-30. 
2 De Gen. et Corr., ii. 2-3; Meteor., iv. 1, beg. 
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pulsions, and projections, to all meteora. Since the hot wetness 
of the air is transformed by cooling into the cold wetness of 
water, we understand why the study of springs, rivers, and 
the sea belongs to meteorology. So does that of earth- 
quakes, because there are hot exhalations in the cavities of 
the earth which endeavour to escape, to reach their natural 
place. 

The terrestrial mixtures, composites which division does 
not reduce to their elements, are homoeomerous bodies, some 
inorganic and derived chiefly from earth (stones, crystals, 
salts) or chiefly from water (the metals), and some organic, 
constituting the various organs of animals and plants, or else 
derived from them, namely the tissues and humours (flesh, 
blood, sap, bones, viscera in general, marrow, fat, tendons 
and cartilages, various membranes, horns and _ nails, hair, 
secretions and excretions, etc.). Now, to know all these 
compositions one must make a general study, which is 
Aristotle’s chemistry—the study of the secondary qualities, 
derived from the dry and from the wet (hard and soft, compact 
and loose, brittle and viscous, smooth and rough) and the 
study of the action of heat and cold on those qualities (cooking, 
with digestion and ripening, dissolution and fusion, putre- 
faction, etc., and their contraries, rawness, coagulation, 
induration, etc.).! 

(c) Living Things and the Soul. Living things, in their 
reproduction and nutrition, in their growth and some in their 
movement, are the most evident example of the spontaneity 
which is the definition of nature. The study of life and of the 
soul which is the principle of it is therefore a chapter of 
physical science. 

It is a considerable part, a third at least, of Aristotle’s 
whole works. Most important is a general treatise On the Soul, 
in three books, with some fragments of another version for 
the second. Animal morphology, physiology, and embryology 
are the subject of special treatises—the History of Animals, in 
ten books, the last of which is doubtful, On the Parts of Animals, 
in four books, On the Generation of Animals, in five books, 
On Walking, and On the Movement of Animals, a contested 
work, The name of Parva Naturalia is used to designate 
several small special works, some of which are very remarkable 


1 For the terrestrial mixtures, cf. Meteor., iv. 
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—On Respiration, On Life and Death, to which the treatise 
On Youth and Age is an introduction, and to which that On 
Length and Shortness of Life is attached, On Sleep and Waking, 
with the Dreams and Divination by Dreams, On Sensation and 
Sensible Things, and On Memory and Recollection. Treatises 
belonging to this group were lost at an early date—an Anatomy, 
accompanied by illustrations, On Nutrition, On Plants. The 
work which we have under this last title is a forgery, and so 
is our Physiognomics 

We have just seen how the organic tissues and fluids are 
connected, as mixtures, with elemental conditions. These 
homoeomerous parts are in their turn material conditions of 
the anhomoeomerous parts of the living creature, the differ- 
entiated ‘‘ instruments ”’ of his life, which are organs, each 
having its form and its function. Thus equipped with tools 
in order to live, a body is an organic body, or immediately 
capable of living, which is the end and raison d’étre of its 
material conditions. Now, these conditions are the poten- 
tiality of a form, life, which makes them actual by using them 
in relation to itself and so makes the natural body an organism. 
So there are three degrees: the indeterminate power or 
potentiality of a matter of life, or its necessary conditions ; 
the determinate potentiality or habit (é&>), the aptitude to 
live; and the complete exercise of that aptitude, when it 
manifests itself by one of its activities and is not benumbed by 
sleep or inaction. The soul is the second of these degrees, 
which is the first degree of life 1n action. It is therefore defined 

** the first actualization of a natural body, which potentially 
has life.” It is not a reality separate from the body, nor is 
it a body ; but it is ““ something of the body,” its quiddity, by 
which the body is one living thing or another, and without 
which it would be a mere aggregate. Their union is the very 
unity of the “‘ proximate ’’ matter and its form. No doubt, 
we cannot strictly say that the soul “ abides in”’ its body, 
* like a skipper in his ship.’’ But it is for the body what sight 
is for the eye—its aptitude to accomplish its function. As 
the formal and final cause of the life of the body, too, the 
soul is the “mover” of the body, and even a motionless 
mover, but it does not move it continuously. Moreover, 
since certain of the movements of which it is the cause, 
such as respiration and nutrition, presuppose conditions 
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outside it, we may say that this motionless mover is never- 
theless “‘moved by accident’’ with the body which it 
animates.! 

The soul is not a kind, divided into species, but it is a 
function which has three modes, arranged in order. At its 
lowest, and therefore most fundamental, degree, it is nutritive 
and generative, and therefore common to all living things with- 
out distinction. At a higher degree of determination, it is 
capable of discerning by sensation the qualities of things, and 
then of bringing about in general suitable changes of place, 
according to its desires and aversions; at this degree it is 
sensitive, appetitive, and motive, and is common to all animals 
alike. Its highest function, with a view to which all the others 
exist, belongs to man alone ; this is the reasoning function and 
intellect. This scale, which also includes intermediate degrees, 
determines, at least broadly, the natural series of types of 
living things. For the soul, as a form, is what determines the 
constitution of the body and the functions of which it is 
capable. Thus, the lowest of living things, the plants, have 
organs which are but little specialized, because almost their 
only vital function is to grow and to produce their seed ; they 
can reproduce themselves without the distinction of sexes 
and some are even born by spontaneous generation; their 
only movement is upwards; their life is a sleep without 
waking; their corporeal unity is almost that of a mere 
aggregate, because their soul is of a low form, and, much 
rather, potentially a number of, souls, each of which can, from 
a cutting of the plant, make another like itself. With a some- 
what higher soul, very simple animals, sponges and oysters, 
have similar characteristics, but some rudiments of sensitivity 
and motivity. Moreover, the embryonic life of the higher 
animals is, at first, a purely vegetative life, like that of the 
larva of an insect. Looking at things the other way round, we 
shall say that the animals are degradations from human 
perfection; the more the internal heat decreases and the 
earthly element predominates, the more they are weighed 
down, attaching themselves to the ground by many legs, and 
finally becoming completely fastened to it. This regression 
takes us as far as the plant, a completely inverted animal, since 


1 Gen. An., i. 1, 715 a 8-11; 18, 722 b 30-3; De An., i. 3 to 406 b 15; ii 1; 
2,414.8 19 ff.; 4, 415 b 8-28; Metaph., H. 6, end, 
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it carries its seed where the animal has its head, and its mouth 
is its roots.} 

But in all this (let us make no mistake) there is no sugges- 
tion of evolution in time, or from one species into another. 
The species are eternal, like the earth, the centre of an eternal 
universe. There is only a static progression of these ‘‘ forms,”’ 
which is also continuous. They vary in the wealth of their 
determinations, and, since each requires an appropriate 
matter, they give rise to organizations of varying complexity. 
The end of this progression of nature is the most perfect 
organization which we know, that of man. Man, therefore, 
represents the whole plan of nature, which all living things 
reproduce in various degrees, and often in conditions more 
favourable to observation. The differences of the secondary 
plans, thus arranged in stages, lie either in the size or position 
of an organ or in the qualitative properties of the tissues or 
humours. But these outward differences do not destroy the 
unity of a particular plan nor of the whole plan. For among 
all, and among the varieties of each, there are common 
features or, failing them, analogies. Organs, tissues, or 
humours, although differently placed or constituted, may 
have the same functional relation to the whole. What the 
wing is to the bird or the hand to man, the fin is to the 
fish and the claw to the lobster. Since the function of the 
lungs must be found in the aquatic animals, the gills are 
analogous to lungs. The hoof is analogous to the nail, the 
fish-bone to the bone, and so on. The envelope of the foetus 
in viviparous creatures, the egg of the oviparous, the cocoon of 
insects are all analogous. For these views Aristotle doubt- 
less owes much to his predecessors. But in organizing 
their observations into one system, he perhaps deserves to 
be regarded as the founder of the comparative method in 
biology.? 

Other more particular principles are brought into play, 
more or less explicitly, by Aristotle. Thus, he regards corre- 
lations of organs, or their modifications, as ‘‘ consequences ” 
of the influence of a “ dominant’”’ organ, or of a change in 


! De An, ii. 3; Part. An., ii. 10, 655 b 32 ff.; iv. 10; Gen. An., iii. 2, 753 
b 27 ff.; 9, 758 a 32 ff.; Hist. An., viii. 1; ete. 

2 Joid., andi. 1; 16, beg.; iv. 1; Part. An., i. 4-5; iv. 5; 10; Gen. An., ii. 1, 
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that organ by which the whole biological type is commanded ; 
such dominant organs are those of generation and nutrition. 
The adaptation of a part to a special function, e.g. of the 
mouth to defence, prehension, or only feeding, determines 
its size and structure. Lastly, if the whole effort of nature 
concentrates on one part, it is often at the expense of another. 
But that other part, belonging to a system of correlatives, 
does not disappear altogether ; it survives in miniature, “‘ by 
way of indication.” } 

Aristotle’s biological writings would be inexplicable if we 
did not regard them as a summa, doubtless prepared by 
collaborators, of all the knowledge possible for the poorly- 
equipped investigators of his time. We cannot here make up 
a balance, even of a summary kind, which we can put all down 
to his credit. There is, therefore, little use in pointing out 
certain famous errors, such as the theory that the lungs and 
gills, by means of air or water, cool the blood which has been 
heated in the “ hearth”’ of the heart, or the attribution of a 
similar function to the brain, sensitivity depending mainly 
on the heart, and so on. What is more important, is the 
method on which Aristotle conducted his work of systematiza- 
tion or chose between the hypotheses of his predecessors. 
Now, it is quite certain that his curiosity was truly scientific ; 
there is no thing or function in nature but deserves to be 
studied for its own sake. In studying monsters, as departures 
from the finality of nature, he showed how even his theory 
of finality could usefully inspire research. If he often 
relied on the observations of others, they were at least the 
observations of specialists—physicians, veterinary surgeons, 
stock-breeders, hunters, or fishermen. It is possible, too, 
that he sometimes investigated for himself, for example, 
the development of the hen’s egg or that of the human 
foetus.2, But it was inevitable that he should be led by the 
requirements of his didactical calling, no less than by the 
postulates of his philosophy, to resolve a number of problems 
dialectically. 

His classification of animals has perhaps been praised 
rather more than it deserves. Certainly, he saw that the 


1 Gen. An., iii. 1, 749 b 7-9, 750 a 3 ff.; iv. 1, 764 b 22-5; Part. An., ii. 14, 
658 a 35 ff.; ii. 1, 662 a 22-5; Hist. An., viii. 2, 589 b 31 Ff. 

2 Part. An., i. 5, 645 a 5 ff.; Gen. An., iv. 1, 764 a 34; 3, end; 4. .Cf. Bonitz, 
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determination of groups should be based on essential char- 
acteristics, and that these should be judged comparatively, 
so as to place the groups in a scale. But he certainly did not 
usually sueceed. Although his descriptions of species are 
sufficiently precise for it to be possible to identify most of the 
five hundred which he has analysed, it must be admitted that 
the principles of his classification lack strictness and con- 
sistency. In looking for criteria of specific differentiation 
and position in the scale, he accepts, by the side of truly 
profound and general characteristics (such as the presence or 
absence of blood in relation to the degree of vital heat, or the 
manner of generation),! some very superficial characteristics. 
For example, he distinguishes fresh-water aquatic creatures 
according as they live in rivers, ponds, or swamps. Sometimes 
he classifies by the degree of intelligence, so that the ants and 
bees, which, as insects, are in the lowest rank of the creatures 
whose lack of blood reveals their imperfection, stand, as social 

‘* political ’’ creatures, almost at the level of man. What 
makes man a distinct species among the viviparous animals is 
his upright stature and power to tell right from left. He docs 
not know where to place the monkey, or the bat, or the 
crocodile (because a saurian must be terrestrial and even 
troglodytic). He breaks up the group of serpents into oviparous 
and viviparous, because the viper is, at least in appearance, 
viviparous. The frog is characterized simply as a swamp- 
dweller. And so on.2. In sum, Aristotle’s logical ambition 
seems to have been overwhelmed by the mass of facts which 
he tried to systematize. 

Of the functions of the animal soul, the most characteristic 
is the discriminative aptitude manifested by the sensations. 
According as we place ourselves at the point of view of the 
object or of the subject, of power (potentiality) or of activity, 
of indeterminate potentiality or of potentiality determined 
into a habit or function, and, lastly, of the exercise of that 
function, we can distinguish : (i) that which is sensible or 
felt, colour or @ colour (ro aic@nrov); (ii) that which is 
sensitive or that which feels, sight or that which sees (ro 

1 Spontaneous gencration is ascribed to certain plants, as we have seen, and is 
eee ane animals, e.g., the oyster, the cuttle-fish, and several species of insects 


2 See, oF Hist, An., i. 1-6; ii. 1, beg. ; 15, beg.; iv. 1, beg.; Part. An., i. 4, 
beg. ; iv. 5, beg. CE. IV, 553-65. 
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aicO@yrixov, to aicOavonevov), with sensation itself as the 
activity of the sensitive, seeing in relation to sight (dpacts, 
ous); (iii) the sensorium (ro aicOyripiov), the eye, for the 
soul has the organs of its functions in the body. Consequently, 
if sensation is passivity and alteration of the subject (since the 
subject is modified by an agent outside itself), it is so only in 
a particular sense. The sensible, far from destroying a manner 
of being of the subject, makes it actual. Moreover, the 
sensible is not taken in like food, the matter with the form, 
but the sensitive receives the form without the matter, as wax 
receives the impression without the metal of the die. In 
short, the sensible becomes felt at the same time as the sensitive 
becomes sentient, Just as the mobile becomes moved at the 
same time as its mover becomes moving (active verb). Hence 
the classical formula: sensation is the ‘*‘ common action ”’ of 
the sensible and the sensitive; for one single act, Aristotle 
says, assumes two different quiddities in sensation, e.g. colour 
and the seeing of colour.! This is an example of irreversible 
correlation. 

The nature of sensation being thus defined, we shall] dis- 
tinguish in the sensible, and correlatively in the sensitive, 
between what is common, what is proper and special, and 
what is accidental. Thus, if this whiteness here is such-and- 
such a man, it is an accident for that sensible, and for my 
sensation, and the latter may be false, judging of something 
which is not within its province. It is the same, and for the 
same reason, with the sensation of the ‘‘ common sensibles ”’ 
—movement and rest, extension and figure, unity, number and 
time—which can be perceived in bodies by all the senses 
without distinction, but especially by sight and touch. There- 
fore only the special sensations are infallible, when they have 
as their object their “‘ proper sensible,’ which is not the object 
of any other sensation (De An., ii. 16). 

The necessary basis of all the special senses, the sufficient 
condition of a sensitivity and an animal life, is touch, a sense 
which is but little specialized. It has as its object the contrary 
qualities of the body as a body, that is, the elemental qualities, 
hot, cold, dry, wet, etc. But, if they are to be the object of 
sense, the sense must, first, be a ‘‘ middle term ’’ between these 
contraries, capable of discriminating one from the other and 


1 De An., ii. 1, 412 b 28 ff.; 5; 12; iii, 2, 425-b 26 f.; 8. 
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of assimilating itself to one or the other. They themselves 
must also be “ middles,’’ neither too weak nor too intense. 
Moreover, since immediate contact makes sensitive dis- 
crimination impossible, touch needs a ‘‘ medium ”’ which shall 
both separate the sensible from the sense and unite them. 
This medium is the flesh, and, since it is part of our body, 
some people suppose that it is the sensorium of touch. On 
the contrary, that sensorium, as is right, lies very deep, 
where the principle of all sensitive and animal life resides, in 
the region of its central organ, the heart. Lastly, the organ 
of touch will be, in its contexture, an appropriate mixture of 
elements—-of earth, since earth is the proper matter of 
vegetative life, and of fire, since the heart is the hearth of 
animal life. 

This analysis holds good for the other senses, of which it 
will suffice to note the special determinations, which are 
increasingly complex and rich in intellectuality. Taste, 
although closely connected with touch and having the same 
sensorium, is already a middle term between less general 
contraries, sweet and bitter, and has for its medium a special 
part of the flesh, the tongue. There is the same kinship 
between taste and smell (and smelling), as between their 
sensibles. But here the medium is outside the body, and so it 
is with hearing (the sense and the action) and with sight and 
seeing. By the example of the medium of sight, the “ dia- 
phanous,”’ we shall understand the part played by the other 
mediums, which the commentators call diosmos and dieches 
(conducting smell, conducting sound). In _ itself, the 
*“‘ diaphanous ”’ is invisible ; as an indeterminate possibility 
of sensible light, it is darkness. But if every adverse 
circumstance is removed, it passes to action under the 
influence of fire or even of the ether, and instantaneously 
determines itself as light. If, lastly, it limits itself in 
bodies of definite shape, it becomes the “ carrier of colour.”’ 
Since, too, there always remains in it a part not actualized, 
which is darkness, the variously proportioned mixture of 
black and white will produce seven different colours. The 
sensoria of these last senses will doubtless be mixtures of 
elements in relation to their sensibles (air and water, 
perhaps with fire, for smell), one element being markedly 

1 De An., ii. 11; iii, 1, 425 a 3-8; De Sensu, 2, end; De Gen, et Corr., ii. 2, 
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predominant for the higher senses (air for hearing and water 
for sight).} 

Above these five special sensitivities, which are the only 
ones possible, given the qualitative elemental oppositions, 
there is a “common sense,”’ that is, not special. First, it 
perceives the “‘common sensibles.’’ Secondly, since each 
special sense has its own individuality, it would be impossible 
to distinguish and compare the sensibles of one and another 
if there were no higher sense, whose unity was “ mean” 
between two separate genera of special sensibles (e.g. between 
a taste and a colour), just as the special senses are middles 
between their contraries. But if this common sense were not 
implied in different sensations, mediation between them would 
be inexplicable. So the common sense is, thirdly, “‘ sensation 
of sensation,’’ what was afterwards called consciousness. So 
this “ first and universal sensitivity,’’ being immanent in all 
‘* differentiated sensitivity,’ effects a synthesis of a hetero- 
geneous multiplicity, to make of it a world of experience, the 
various aspects of which it constantly attaches to the subject. 
This common sense must have a common sensorium, which 
can only be that of the first sensitivity, and also, it seems, a 
common middle, the “‘ congenital breath,’’ which has its source 
in the heart and circulates in “ passages ”’ (zropar), by which the 
peripheric sensoria are connected with the heart.? 

In addition, when the special senses are impeded or wholly 
inactive, this consciousness keeps an activity of its own, to 
which dreams belong, and which connects the sensitive 
function with the imaginative function (ro garractixov) and 
the memory. The picture given by sense and that given by 
the imagination (aicOnua, pavracua), sensitivity and imagina- 
tivity, or their actions, in any order of sensations, differ only 
as a ‘“‘strong”’ state and a ‘‘ weak”’ state, and by their 
quiddity, but not in themselves. First of all, after the external 
stimulus has ceased to act, the sensorial movement continues, 
growing weaker, in the special sensorium and into the common 
sensorium. Secondly, as these delayed sensations are re- 
inforced by like sensations, & whole permanent stock of 
images is formed, and this stock, always in close relation with 


1 De An, ii. 10; 9; 8; 7; iii. 1, beg. De Senau, 2, does not agree with 5. 
2 De An., iii. 1, 425 a 14 to 2, 425 b 25; De Sensu, 7, 449 a 16-20; De Somno 
2, 555 a 12-22. Cf. XXX, 328-36. 
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the life of the body, becomes a proper object for the activity 
of the imagination. Normally, the imagination is never freed, 
even in dreams, from a corrective reaction of the perception 
and reasoning, and delirium is an exception. So imagination 
is the condition, not only of experience (éu7eipia) and the 
intuitive perception which it involves, but even of pure 
thought, for pure thought can hardly take place without an 
image to support it. The fact that imagination creates works 
of art and the fact that it is deliberation and calculation are 
accidents relative to use, and in the end do not alter the nature 
of imagination. Its relation to the common sense appears 
clearly in memory and expectation. For these differ from 
imagination only in the introduction of a ‘‘ common sensible,” 
time, without which memory and foresight are only images. 
Besides, the illusion of the déja vu (where you feel as if your 
present situation had all happened before) proves that it is 
the aspect of the image which suggests to us not to refer it 
to the present. When the habitual “ consecutions ”’ according 
to contiguity, resemblance, or contrariety, already analysed 
by Plato, do not operate spontaneously, a man sets out in 
search of the lost trail; this is “ recollection ”’ (davauvyots). 
This effort to re-establish the broken continuity of memory 
is also connected with the deep-seated organic life, so that it 
sometimes goes on in spite of ourselves, and often attains its 
object after we have ceased to make it.4 All that was best in 
orthodox psychology down to the end of the XIXth century 
is contained, in sum, in a few pages of Aristotle. 

The motivity and appetitivity which, by the side of the 
sensitive function, likewise characterize the animal soul, have 
been considered in their relation to the intelligence in respect 
of ethics. Here it will suffice to call attention to the funda- 
mental unity of these three modes. Desire and aversion are 
connected with pleasure and pain, which are inseparable from 
the sensations; they are different quiddities of one same 
function. Moreover, while the movement following on desire 
or aversion is always such as it is determined by the organs 
of the animal, conversely an accidental state of the body can 
profoundly modify the affections of its soul, intensifying or 
diminishing desires or aversions in an unexpected manner. 


1 Principally De An., iii. 3; 7, 431 8 16 ff.; 8, 4832 a 3-10; 11; De Mem.; 
De Somno ; De Insomntis. Cf. Rhet., i. 11, 1870 a 28; Post. An., ii. 19, 99 b 34 ff 
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So pleasures and pains become for the animal “‘ indications,” 
often illusory, of the value of the relation established by its 
sensations between its environment and itself. The common 
sense and the imagination then give these passing indications 
a borrowed individuality, which fixes them, both in the con- 
sciousness and in the very depths of the organism, as permanent 
objects of appetition or repugnance.} 

Lastly, the mental act by which one rises from the sensi- 
tive and imaginative functions to the intellective function is 
the accepting of an object of belief or opinion (v7roAnWs, 
migtis, do€a)—in short, judgement, however elementary it may 
be. Prudence and science are higher forms of it. In all 
there is already intellection, the action of the intellect. Now, 
if this function and this kind of soul are not contained in 
those previously mentioned, these latter at least serve it as 
material conditions and necessary antecedents. Ethical 
theory has, moreover, shown how the intelligence moves us, 
by associating itself with desire, and how pleasure is realized 
in it in its most perfect form. In a sense, however, these 
lower necessities signify that thought cannot suffice to itself, 
that it is hampered and limited in the composite of which we 
consist. For by itself, just like a sense in its own sphere, 
it is theoretically infallible, in so far as it comes “ into con- 
tact with ”’ the intelligible, its object. But the indeterminate 
ingredient in its material conditions introduces contingency 
and fallibility into it. Would not the absolute dominion of 
rational necessity be better for it than a liberty which is 
always capable of choosing wrong? Moreover, the intellect 
cannot be “the form of forms,”’ a “‘ sovereign’ kind of soul 
and what is “most divine’ in us, unless it is intimately 
bound up with what is below it. For how could it cause 
‘intelligible forms ’’ to emerge from sensible forms, if the 
latter were not already extracted from extension by 
sensation ? ? 

Now, if the intelligibles, which are here the mover of the 
function and make its power or potentiality actual, are forms 
parted off from sensible matter, simple and indivisible, there 
can be no question here, as in the case of sensation, of a 

1 E.g., De An., i. 1, 403 a 16-25 ; 2, 403 b 25-7; ii. 2, 413 b 23 ff. ; iii. 3, beg. ; 
7, 431 a 10-14; 9, beg.; 10. 


8 De An., iii. 8, 432 a 2-6; i. 4,408 b 29; Mic. Hth., x. 7,1178 a2; Part. An. 
iv. 10, 686 a 27-9; Metaph., A. 7, 1072 b 20 ff. 
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common action of the agent and the affected. The action is 
single; to receive certain forms and so to make one’s own 
potentiality actual is to become them. Apart from that, in- 
tellect is only potentiality or receptivity, and, not being, like 
the sensitive, a concrete composite, it is properly “ impas- 
sible ’’ when in contact with form. It is therefore “‘ without 
mixture,’ because, to receive simples and all simples, it must 
be simple itself, and, like the “ receptacle’ of the Timaceos, 
it can have no previous determination which might alter 
what it receives. Lastly, it is separate from the body, for an 
organ would only disturb it. It is, in short, like wax spread 
out on a tablet—absence of all writing and possibility of 
receiving it. Or it is “‘ the place,’ not real, but possible, 
‘of all forms.” } 

But, it will be asked, if the intelligibles are bound up in 
sensations and images, how will an intellect, which is abso- 
lutely nothing but receptivity, extract them? Are they, on 
the contrary, eternally actual? Then they are Plato’s Ideas. 
There is only one way to evade the difficulty, and that is to 
imagine, as Aristotle does, that above the intellect which 
becomes intelligibles, and which has rather incorrectly been 
called ‘‘ passive’’ (by Aristotle himself, indeed), there is 
another intellect which makes them, what is called the 
‘ creative ’’ intellect.2. All the characteristics possessed by 
the lower intellect as a potentiality are possessed by the 
higher as an action, and, above all, it is really separate. It 
eternally sheds light on the intelligibles, to enable the other 
intellect to come out of its potentiality and apprehend them, 
when, at the same time, they likewise come out of the matter 
in which they were embedded. Yet all difficulty has not 
been removed. For the various kinds of soul exists poten- 
tially in the male semen, which is the only carrier of form. 
But, whereas the two lower kinds, brought with the heat of 
the pneuma, become actual in turn in the human foetus, 
“the divine kind of intellect comes into it from outside ”’ 
(OvpaQey), and exists there in actuality. How, then, will it 
become individual without being something of the body, 
since the principle of individualization resides in matter? If, 
unlike the other souls, which, being born with the individual 


1 De An., iii. 4; 6, beg.: Metaph., A. 9, 1075 a 3-5. 
2 De An., iii. 5. 
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body, must perish with it, this alone has the privilege of 
immortality, it will be in so far as it is not individual, and, 
correlatively, as it is eternal.1. So the potential intellect 
would be the eternally actual place of eternally actual intelli- 
gibles. This return to Platonism does not agree at all well 
with the empirical aspects of the theory of the soul, and 
clearly embarrasses Aristotle. Hence the reticences and 
obscurities of his exposition, and hence the vain attempts of 
so many interpreters, ancient and mediaeval, to give that 
exposition the unity which it lacks. 

B. First Philosophy. Speculation on the creative intellect 
takes us out of the plane of natural things. We leave the 
domain of physics for that of ** first philosophy ” or ‘‘ wisdom,” 
the highest degree of ‘* theoretic ”’ science and the main theme 
of the collection known to us as the Metaphysical Books, 
from which the subject treated in those books has taken its 
name. This designation is a mere verbal trick, referring to 
the position of the books “ after the physical books,” meta 
ta physica, in the tables of Andronicos. It is first found in 
Nicolaos of Damascus, who was rather younger than Androni- 
eos. It is an extremely artificial collection, from which one 
must at once take away the second piece, a,? a kind of intro- 
duction to physics, written by a pupil, perhaps Pasicles of 
Rhodes, the nephew of Eudemos. We shall also separate 
Book A, which Aristotle often describes as a distinct work, 
On Manifold Acceptations (epi twv rocaxws Aeyoudwy), a 
school vocabulary in which the chicf technical terms of 
philosophy are explained, sometimes in a rather summary 
fashion. The bulk of what remains consists of an introduction 
to the science of Being as being (A, history of the problem ; B, 
the problem and the “ questions ” or awopia:; ['; E), a study, 
in part a mere sketch, of the nature of that being (A), and a 
treatise on substance (Z, H), completed by a dissertation on 
potentiality and activity (0). Books M and N, on the 
principles, are connected, one with A and B and the other 
with I, which treats of the one and the many. Certain parts 
of M and A are almost identical. But if, in A and B, Aris- 


1 De An, i. 4, 408 b 24-30; ii. 2, 413 b 24-7; iii. 5, end; Gen. An.,, ii. 3. 

2 When the books of the Metaphysics are numbered from I to XIV, this is 
the second in the series. But, since it is sometimes not included, there is an 
ambiguity in the designation of the books which is best avoided by using the 
Greek letters. 
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totle sets forth and criticizes the Platonic doctrines, it is as 
a member of the Academy. ‘ We prove that Ideas exist ”’ 
—a remarkable peculiarity, which recalls the celebrated 
passage in the Ethics (i. 4, beginning) which tells how he is 
obliged, hard as it is for him, to sacrifice the friendship which 
ties him to the friends of Ideas to devotion to truth and 
impartial criticism. About the relationship of the books in 
question, we can only make conjectures. Lastly, Book K 
is, in its first eight chapters, another version of BIE, and in 
the rest a compilation of the Physics. 

The theoretic sciences considered so far are based on 
abstractions, which, as it were, cut out a point of view in the 
whole of reality. There will be infinitely more explanatory 
value in a knowledge which will have for its object Being 
itself, as being (ro dy 7; ov), explained in its nature and in its 
attributes by means of causes and principles which are the 
highest which we can discover. In the solution of this 
problem which he has sketched, Aristotle opposes both the 
pure mechanists, like Democritos, who deny the problem, and 
especially, among the Socratics, the Platonists. Now, on the 
whole, what is his quarrel with the latter? First, he blames 
their theory of Ideas for raising universals to the rank of 
substances and giving to quiddities an existence independent 
of the thing whose quiddity they are, so uselessly doubling 
things on the pretext of explaming them. Secondly, he says 
that they cannot account for the causality of their Ideas, 
whether these are partaken of or are patterns, and cannot 
explain movement and change by these unchangeable realities. 
Lastly, he accuses them of having arbitrarily closed the world 
of Ideas to certain universals (artificial things, relatives, etc.), 
and of having, on the other hand, allowed into it certain 
things which, like the One, Being, the Good, are not 
universals.? 

Therefore there are two chief questions. What are the 
relations of the universal and the individual? What is a 
substance ? To answer them, Aristotle has recourse to the 
general method of explanation by form and activity, matter 
and potentiality, of which there are already many examples 
in the other parts of his philosophy. Thus, the first problem 
will be solved if we observe that the universal, being merely 

1 Metaph., T. land E. 1. 2 Cf. CXX, bk. i. 
U 
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the ‘“‘common attribute of a plurality of things (& xara or 
él moAAwv), represents only an indefinite ‘ possibility ” of 
repetition ; that it cannot therefore be isolated, like a thing, 
‘apart from that plurality” (é rapa ra woAAa); that it is 
posterior to essence and constitutes an accident for it. The 
individual, on the contrary, is that which is not an attribute, 
and cannot exist in a number of subjects, but is the very 
reality of each, with the attributes required by that reality ; 
it is activity. If, then, matter is the principle of individualiza- 
tion, it is so in so far as, by it, individuals ean be “‘ numerically 
many.” But what causes each of them, apart from the rest, 
to be just what it is, is its form or quiddity, and the individual 
is then truly the “last species.’’ Consequently, all the 
particularities in the sensible which affect it have nothing to 
do with what it is; they merely situate its body in the midst 
of a multiplicity, and, coming from matter, they in no way 
serve to explain the individual. 

And now for the second question: which of the accepta- 
tions of substance fits the individual? Not that of ‘ com- 
posite,’ a form immanent in a matter, nor that of permanent 
‘“ support ”’ of qualities and of the successive substitution of 
contraries, 1.e. that of logical ‘‘ subject ”’ of attributes. These 
two senses hold good only in respect of the sphere of generation 
and corruption, and for empirical thought, which is not 
explanatory. The only sense which fits is that in which 
substance is form or quiddity. Therefore the universality of 
a genus, or of a species other than the last species, cannot in 
any sense be substance, except by analogy and, as we have 
seen, as a “ secondary ”’ substance.? 

By presenting Aristotle’s philosophy thus, and by carefully 
distinguishing two planes, we free his ontology of many 
difficulties and many contradictions. But, since forms are 
unengendered, since each of them is at the same time matter 
in respect of a higher form, since all that is eternal is actual, 
in action, and since there is an intellect, actual and truly 
separate, which is the forms or intelligibles in action, will not 
these unengendered forms in action also be separate? It is 
therefore vain for Aristotle to forbid us to believe that they 
are identical with Plato’s Ideas. To explain our thought at 


1 E.g., Herm., 7, beg.; De An., i. 1, 402 b 5-8; Metaph., Z. 1,-1028 a 23 ff. ; 
7, 1032 b 1 ff.; H. 1, 1042 a 26-31; 6. Cf. Bonitz, Index, 219 a 47 ff., 544 b 46-60. 
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work, he needs a supernatural plane, and that is the plane of 
Being as being. 

What is the nature of this “supremely real”’ being ? 
If it is not the intellect itself in action,? it is at least the 
pattern of it. For Aristotle’s theology presents us with a God 
who is “a thought eternally thinking itself,’ an entirely— 
intelligible thought of intelligibles, which are intelligence. 
Being thus the form of the separate forms, he is himself 
separate, and the individual par excellence. He transcends 
the world, he is not its providence, he does not even know it, 
for it is better not to know the imperfect, but he is none the 
less the mover, without extension, not only not moved, but 
absolutely immobile, of this world. For otherwise there would 
be matter or potentiality in him, however little. It is, there- 
fore, as a ‘“‘ desirable’ and external end that he moves all 
nature and every perishable natural thing, by the movement 
of the First Heaven and the eternal natural things. So, in 
the last analysis, the movements of perishable things signify 
only their aspiration, satisfied or thwarted, to the Good and 
the Perfect, more or less clearly desired. Everything “‘ hangs 
from him’”’ and depends on him; he alone is self-sufficient. 
Lastly, in the undivided, timeless eternity of his contemplative 
life, God, ‘“‘ the thought of thought,’’ pure action, enjoys 
perfect bliss.® 

Shall we say that the beautiful simplicity of this con- 
struction hardly disguises its ambiguity? Shall we ask 
Aristotle, the critic of Plato, why the notions which he uses 
in it “ ring hollow ”’ and are only “ poetical metaphors ”’ when 
Plato uses them?* That, perhaps, is why Aristotle is so 
sparing of justifications in respect of his own doctrine. It was 
easier to point out the weaknesses of Plato’s intellectualism 
than to protect himself against similar dangers. One remark 
will suffice: if there is, in Aristotle’s view, a science of Being 
as being, it is because all beings resemble one another in their 
common “‘ relation of dependence on a single nature ’’ which 
is independent. But the important thing was, having 


1 Metaph., Z. 8, 1033 b 5-26; 9, 1034 b 7-16; 6. 8, 1050 b 7 ff.; A. 3, beg. 
and 1070 a 5-17; N. 2, 1088 b 25 ff. ; etc. 

2 As Alexander of eee Says. 

8 Metaph., A. 6-9; Phys., viii. 10 De Caelo, i. 9, end; Nic. Eth., x. 7; ete. 
Cf. above, pp. 261, 267. 

4 Metaph., A. 9, 991 a 21 ff. 5 Metaph., I. 2, beg. 
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asserted this universal analogy, to deduce it from its principle. 
Now, in refusing to follow Plato in making mathematical 
relations the basis of what there is intelligible in quality, in 
isolating form and action without providing any transition, 
other than astrological, between the intelligible and the 
sensible, Aristotle’s qualitativism deprived itself of all 
possibility of representing the existence of sensible things, 
their scale of degrees of perfection, their becoming, except in 
terms of pure empiricism. 


It would, perhaps, be a fair description of Aristotle to say 
that he was too much and too little of a philosopher. He was 
a skilful and tricky dialectician, but was neither deep nor 
original. The invention which is most clearly his consists in 
well-coined formulas, verbal distinctions which are easy to 
handle. He set up a machine whose works, once set in motion, 
give the illusion of penetrating reflection and real knowledge. 
The misfortune is that he used this machine to attack both 
Democritos and Plato. So he for a long time turned science 
away from paths in which it might fairly soon have made 
decisive progress. On the other hand—and that is what 
justifies this long chapter—he was a mighty encyclopaedist 
and a master teacher. He possessed all the knowledge of his 
day, and was able to systematize it with great art in lectures 
and treatises. The amount and variety of his works and his 
undeniable gifts of elaboration and presentation, although 
they are not the same thing as the very spirit of inquiry in 
science and philosophy, are, apart from special historical 
circumstances, what have earned his philosophy and name 
their incomparable authority. 


SECOND Part 
THE IMMEDIATE DISCIPLES OF ARISTOTLE 


One of the most striking characteristics of the Lyceum is 
its thorough organization of scientific erudition, in accordance 
with the ideal of knowledge as Aristotle conceived it. It was 
probably at his inspiration, if not under his direction, that 
Theophrastos of Eresos (the Scholarch of the school at a 
troublous time, from 822 to 288-287, and, it is said, until his 
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eighty-fifth year) composed the great history of the Opinions 
of the Physicists, the importance of which has been mentioned 
(above, p. 11); that Eudemos of Rhodes wrote a History of 
Geometry, Arithmetic, and Astronomy, the fragments of which 
are of infinite value, and probably, too, a history of the early 
cosmogonies ; and that Menon wrote a history of medicine, 
Phanias of Eresos, a history of poetry and a history of the 
Socratic schools, Dicaearchos of Messana, a Life of the Greeks, 
which was a history of Hellenic civilization, and Aristoxenos 
of Taras, a history of music. 

In addition, Dicaearchos wrote a Voyage round the World, 
a truly scientific geography in which determinations of 
measure, particularly altitudes, figured largely. Aristoxenos 
composed a treatise on Musical Instruments, Elements of 
Rhythm, of which a fairly long fragment survives, and Elements 
of Harmony, which we possess, perhaps in an altered form, 
and which shows a keen desire to observe accurately, not to 
“turn one’s back on sensation ’’ to lose oneself in mathe- 
matical speculations. Theophrastos also wrote his History of 
Plants (description, classification, cultivation, use, geographical 
distribution) and his treatise On the Causes of Plants (structure 
and functions). These last two are precise works, based on 
good observation and solid evidence, and are invaluable 
records of ancient botany. Of Theophrastos, too, we have 
fragments On Fatigue, Sweat, Vertigo, Fainting, and Paralysis, 
On the Winds as Signs of the Weather, and On Stones and Fire, 
not to mention a multitude of similar works of which we have 
only the titles. His immense output also included writings on 
logic, on general physics, on first philosophy, and many on 
politics, rhetoric, etc., to which one must add the curious essay 
in descriptive psychology known as the Characters, and 
literary compositions whose elegance called forth the admiri- 
tion of the ancients. All these early Peripatetics have the 
same taste for special monographs and collections of observa- 
tions, in which personal studies are inserted, and the same 
dislike for premature speculative synthesis. 

All take the teaching of their Master as their basis. But, 
with the exception, perhaps, of Eudemos, whose only ambition, 
almost, is to interpret him scrupulously, they do not refrain 
from expanding his ideas or from criticizing or correcting 
them. Thus Theophrastos, aided by Eudemos, considerably 


810 HUMAN CULTURE 


develops the logical theory of modality and gives the formula 
of hypothetical and disjunctive syllogisms. He criticizes the 
doctrine of movement and that of place, and asks whether we 
should not define space as ‘‘ the order and position of things 
according to their natures and their properties.’’ He slightly 
alters the theory of the elements. A very close discussion of 
the theory of the intellect leads him to a conception which 
makes one think of the monads of Leibniz. The “‘ questions,”’ 
which are all that is left of his First Philosophy, refer chiefly 
to the first mover and its teleological action. All these 
criticisms, and his corrections of Aristotle’s moral theory, are 
inspired by the desire to take facts into account and to limit 
the part played by transcendence. As for Eudemos, on the 
other hand, if it is true, as we have seen (pp. 259-60), that the 
Ethics which bears his name is not by him, but is a youthful 
work of Aristotle, we cannot look to it for evidence of a 
divergence of his moral tendencies from his master’s. Further- 
more, in Aristoxenos and Dicaearchos, the relation of the soul 
to the body is of a definitely phenomenal kind; the soul is 
merely the unity of the body and the natural relation of its 
functions—what Aristoxenos, the musician, could not fail to 
call their “‘ harmony,” like Simmias in the Phaedon. 
Theophrastos was succeeded by Straton of Lampsacos, 
«the Physicist,” who had lived in Alexandria at the court 
of Ptolemy Soter as tutor of his son Philadelphos, and managed 
the Lyceum until 269. Because he follows the demands of 
Aristotle’s naturalism to the end, and places the supernatural 
mover back in nature, he has been regarded as a heterodox 
Peripatetic. Yet he keeps qualitativism, since Hot and Cold 
are principles and all the effects of bodies are due to “ natural 
properties.”” But he establishes a connexion between the 
qualities and the measurable determinations of weight and 
movement. There are no “ natural places.’’ The soul is a 
material pneuma; none of the arguments of the Phaedon 
proves that it isimmortal. Allits functions, without exception, 
are explained by movement. Thought, which resides at the 
base of the forehead, is merely a weakened sensation, to which 
& corporeal impression can restore liveliness. So, without it 
being necessary to suppose the influence of Epicuros, Straton 
comes near to Democritos. But although he appeals only 
to mechanical causality, or, as he says, to fortune, excluding 
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all finality, he rejects the “dreams ’”’ of the Atomists. His 
qualified matter is infinitely divisible. Vacuum does not 
exist save inside bodies or the universe (he allows it there only 
in order to explain the transmission of heat and light), and 
nature always has a tendency to fill it up. To tell the truth, 
this experimental and mathematical tendency in physics was 
an isolated episode in the development of Aristotelianism. 
But it seems to have had great influence in the technical 
domains of mechanics, medicine, and astronomy. 


BOOK FOUR 


MAN IN THE UNIVERSE. THE IDEAL OF 
THE WISE MAN 


HELLENISTIC PHILOSOPHY 


THE foundation of the Empire of Alexander and that of the 
great kingdoms into which it split up, the vassal position of 
the Greek cities and the final ruin of their ancient organiza- 
tion, a reflux of the Hellenized East on to the Greek mainland, 
the creation of new centres of culture in that same East, 
Alexandria, Pergamon, Rhodes—-these are some of the facts 
characteristic of the “ Hellenistic ’’ age. Rome inherited the 
ambition of Alexander, extended it, and realized it in ste ole 
form; Rome would become the capital of the world. So 
the field of mutual actions and reactions gradually widened. 
And, as Greek thought grew weaker, it came more and more 
under influences alien to its spirit. 

The political and social circumstances which immediately 
preceded and followed the death of Alexander had intensely 
aggravated urgent needs to which philosophy had to supply 
new answers. In the great centralized state of which he was 
now a subject, the citizen of the old small city asked himself 
what attitude he should take up; he felt lost. Then he 
turned upon himself, considered his inner salvation, asked to 
be told what was the object of life, to be given an ideal in 
pursuing which he would find his lost liberty, with a view to 
his own happiness. The ideal might be different in every 
school, but it would always be the ideal of the Wise Man, 
who belongs to no age or country; all would conceive him 
in the same resolutely pragmatic spirit. 

As a fact, this pragmatic tendency was already over a 
century old. It had been started by the Sophists, and still 
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of society that Plato instructed a few elect ones in the sciences 
and dialectic ; in organizing the study of rhetoric and polities 
in the Lyceum, even Aristotle showed that he was not neglect- 
ful of this point of view. But the thinkers who did most 
to turn post-Aristotelian philosophy in this direction were 
the other Socratics—Cynics, Cyrenaics, and even Megarics 
—uncompromising pragmatists, for whom knowledge was 
nothing if it did not serve action, if it was not the knowledge 
of action itself. No doubt, among the philosophies of their 
successors, many preserved the framework, now become 
classical, of philosophic education, and therefore comprised 
a logic, a physical theory, and a theology. But all this is 
valueless except in relation to the organization of conduct. 
Besides, the constant trend of the sciences towards technical 
specialization was bound to encourage this kind of ethical 
depolarization of philosophic speculation. 

A last characteristic of post-Aristotelian philosophy is a 
more marked return to pre-Socratic doctrines. No doubt, 
they had never been forgotten. But the vigorous personal- 
ities of men like Antisthenes, Eucleides, and, above all, Plato 
had transformed what they adopted from them, assimilating 
it. Now things were different; theories were merely set 
forth side by side and harmonized ; one system was inserted 
In a quite different system, as a complete part of it. This 
was @ result of the predominance of practical interests in 
thought and a sign of indifference to pure speculation. 


CHAPTER I 
SCEPTICISM 


Ir is very difficult to say how much of the whole Sceptic 
doctrine is due to its first representatives. For the only 
Scepticism about which we have abundant information is late 
Scepticism, and even there we know more of its history than 
of its tenets and arguments. But can it be proved that the 
essential part of these does not come from the tradition of 
the school? It is, therefore, safer, since we cannot discuss 
the evidence here, not to separate the two phases of Scepticism, 
so long as we remember that they are divided by about three 
centuries, and that the second phase is in part contemporary 
with the last period of the history of Greek thought. 

Scepticism is the earliest in date of the great post- 
Aristotelian philosophies. Pyrrhon, whom the Sceptics unani- 
mously regarded as their founder, was about forty years old at 
Aristotle’s death. He was a contemporary of Theophrastos 
and Xenocrates. At Elis, where he was born, he may have 
known the last philosophers of the school of Phaedon, and it is 
certain that he was initiated by the teaching of Bryson, the 
pupil of a pupil of Eucleides, into Megaric dialectic, the most 
illustrious professors of which belonged to his time. So his 
mind was partly trained in one form of the Socratic tradition. 
But, on the other hand, he attached himself to Anaxarchos, 
with whom he followed Alexander into Asia, and so he also 
owed something to Democritos and another Socratic tradition, 
that of the Cyrenaics. 

Anaxarchos of Abdera ! is an original figure. His master, 
Diogenes of Smyrna,? was a pupil of an immediate disciple 
of Democritos, namely Metrodoros of Chios, one of the heads 
of the school, and had perhaps already attempted a recon- 
ciliation of physical atomism with a complete subjectivism 


LXVI, ch. 59. 2 Jbid., ch. 58. 
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like that of Protagoras and a practical attitude recalling 
Aristippos the elder. At least, this last tendency would 
explain the paradoxes of Anaxarchos’s character—his ap- 
proval of Alexander after the murder of Cleitos and his proud 
courage under awful torture. In his view, was not the only 
wisdom ‘“‘ to know the lmits of the right moment’? Our 
sentiments are like the scenery of a theatre or the illusions of 
delirium ; to convince ourselves of this gives happiness more 
surely than knowledge. So the Wise Man is he who is 
superior to all circumstances, a supreme judge of all situations, 
and always happy for that very reason. Perhaps this con- 
ception would not be different from that which we find in 
other philosophers of the time, if it were not that Anaxarchos 
went to India, and there saw the impassibility of the fakirs, 
whom the Greeks called Magi or Gymnosophists. One of 
them, whom the Greeks called Calanos, mounted on a pyre 
before the whole army, and endured a voluntary death 
without weakening. There is no doubt that these examples, 
and the friendship of Anaxarchos, had great influence on the 
thought of Pyrrhon. 

Like Socrates, Pyrrhon wrote nothing. We know of his 
personality and teaching only through the evidence of others. 
First, there are the writings of the school. But those of Sextus 
Empiricus (about 180-210) were written four centuries later 
than Pyrrhon, at a time when a complex development of the 
original doctrine had 1eached its term. However, they owe 
much to Timon of Phlius (815 ?-225 ?), the “‘ Sillographer.”’ 
Timon, after an adventurous youth, had gone through the 
School of Megara, and finally lived at Elis with Pyrrhon, who 
was already old. It was to extolling his master and his 
teaching, at the expense of other philosophers and philosophies, 
that he devoted a great part of his literary output—his poems, 
the Szlloi, in three books, and the Images, with a prose 
dialogue, the title of which, Python, may be a pun. This was 
the source on which our later witnesses drew—Antigonos of 
Carystos, rather later than Timon, in his lives of Pyrrhon and 
Timon, which are largely used by Diogenes Laértios; Aris- 
tocles of Messana, in a clear, precise exposition of the doctrine ; } 
and, lastly, Sextus Empiricus. Cicero, who regards Pyrrhon 
only as a moralist, speaks of him on the strength of the 


1 Cf. LEVI, pp. 175-81 
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statements of Antiochos of Ascalon, who was little capable of 
appreciating the originality of Pyrrhon’s speculative thought, 
and the Neo-Academicians, who were interested in concealing it. 

Of Timon’s Pyrrhonian writings we have, unfortunately, 
barely a hundred and fifty lines, which betray imitation of 
Xenophanes, with more brutal vigour and sometimes, too, the 
same nobility of tone. In the Images he denounced the 
tyranny of appearances and the vanity of distinctions between 
good and evil; ! he asked Pyrrhon to reveal his secret : ‘‘ How, 
being but a man, do you lead a life full of ease, in tranquillity, 
indifferent to everything ... never surrendering to the 
eddies of a smooth-voiced wisdom?’ He alone is the Sun- 
god who guides mankind. And Pyrrhon uttered ‘‘ the word 
of truth,’ the word which tells ‘‘ the eternal nature of the 
divine and the good,”’ which is the “ right rule ’’ of ‘* the most 
equal life.”’2. The Silloi? began with a Homeric combat of 
the philosophers, all smitten with a common ailment, a 
‘* verbal diarrhoea,”’ which degenerates into a “ verbal fight.” 
The army of the Dogmatics is routed. Arcesilaos claims the 
credit, but the true victor is Pyrrhon, “‘ the invincible,’’ who, 
however, does not let his mind be troubled by the “ fumes ”’ 
(arudos) of pride, and has relieved his fellows of the heavy 
burden of subjective “ affections’ and “illusory conven- 
tions.’”’* Then the theme changed. In the great preserve of 
the Academy, a shoal of fish come and go, with Plato in the 
forefront. The biggest of all is Pyrrhon ; beside him, Mene- 
demos, and Diodoros, Arcesilaos shelters when the fishermen 
(the Stoics) cast their net.5 In the second book there was a 
Nekyia of philosophers. Among the shades called up, Timon 
spared only the Eleatics, but especially Xenophanes. “* Old 
man,’’ says Xenophanes to Pyrrhon, “ how, and by what way, 
didst thou find escape from the bondage of opinions and the 
empty-mindedness of scientists ? . . . Little didst thou care, 
what winds blow on Hellas, nor what are the origin and end 
of all things !’’ ® 

If we take the other evidence together with what Timon 
tells us, we can form a fairly consistent picture of Pyrrhon’s 
personality. First of all, he set out to be a Socratic, but the 


1 [bid., frs. 69-70. 8 Frs. 67-8, 63 ff. 
8 According ¢o Diels’s reconstruction, idid., 182-4. 
4 Fr. 9 § Frs. 30-2 6 Fr. 48. 
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sturdiest child of the family, with the strongest likeness to its 
ancestor. He alone broke away from the seductions of a 
pretended wisdom, and shook off the yoke of individual 
impressions and that of prejudices. For neither our sensations 
nor our judgements can speak truly, nor yet err; everything 
is “‘ equally indifferent, balanced, vague.” He will, therefore 
be “without opinion, without inclination, without vain 
agitation of mind ’’—*‘ no one thing more than another ”’ (ovdev 
uarrov), ‘ Yes,’ quite as well as ‘‘ No,” or rather neither 
‘Yes’ nor ‘‘ No.” “‘ Suspension ”’ of judgement (e7ro0x7) leads 
in the end to silence (agacia).1 Pyrrhon does not write, 
because he is not vain enough to want to have his say in the 
disputes of the philosophers ; he triumphs over their subtleties 
because he soars above them. This speculative indifference 
is the principle of his practical indifference. The actions of 
ordinary life are of no importance. Pyrrhon looks after his 
pig and sells his hens and sucking-pigs at market, and does 
not refuse to be high-priest of his city. He affects humulity 
and ‘‘ gentleness ”’ (rpaorns). If a man goes away while he is 
speaking to him, he pays no heed; he is indulgent to men, 
because he knows that nothing is in itself noble or shameful, 
just or unjust, but everything is sometimes one and sometimes 
the other. So, too, his ‘‘ impassibility ’’ (apatheia) must be 
complete. He does not distinguish between sickness and 
health, and endures a cruel operation without wincing. Un- 
like the Cyrenaic, he does not even enjoy physical pleasure, 
for in his eyes the ideal of the Wise Man is *‘ to shed the man 
completely.”’ That is the perfect ‘‘ equilibrium ” of a soul 
‘* which nothing can trouble ”’ (atarazia). That is what Timon 
calls the “ rule’ of life and the “ essence’ of the good and 
the divine. So there is only one truth, namely, that, in the 
order of sensations and opinions, everything is indifferent, and 
nothing is of absolute worth, except “‘ tranquillity ’’ of mind. 
Pyrrhon preached this “ fight against things,’’ which is to 
liberate us, much more by his example than by his words, 
and that, doubtless, is why he died, at the age of ninety 
(about 275), surrounded with the wondering respect of all 
who had seen his life.2, He introduced the Greeks to a version 


1 Cf. Aristocles and Diog. Laért., in XIV, nn. 446, 449, 451. 
2 Diog. Laért., 61 ff., 64, 66-8, 106; Aristocles (in ‘Euseb., Praep. Hv., xiv. 
18. 4); Cic., De Fen, ii. 13. 43 and Acad., ii. 42, 130. 
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of the Hindu ideal of absolute renunciation, in speculation and 
in practice. 

Later we shall find traces of the influence exerted by 
Pyrrhon.' Did his chief disciple, Timon, have successors? In 
spite of many obscurities, it is probable that the school was 
handed down continuously.? In any case, Sextus distinguishes 
between the early and late Sceptics. The former were those 
who recognized ten “ modes ”’ or “ tropes’ of suspension of 
judgement ; the latter recognized only five. From this point 
of view, early Scepticism is represented by A®nesidemos of 
Cnossos, and late Scepticism by Agrippa. It is a wonder that 
the latter’s name should have survived at all; Diogenes 
Laértios only mentions him in passing * and does not give him 
in his catalogue, and Sextus never speaks of him. We know 
absolutely nothing about him. Of Atnesidemos, all that we 
are told is that he taught in Alexandria and dedicated his 
Pyrrhonian Discourses to L. Tubero. But who is this Tubero ? 
Since we do not know, we must be content to say that 
Ainesidemos lived somewhere in the first centuries before and 
after Christ. Among the other Sceptics, three names emerge, 
all of physicians—Menodotos of Nicomedeia (known chiefly 
from the attacks of Galen), Sextus Empiricus, and his pupil 
Saturninus, who lie between A.D. 150 and 250. The Pyrrhonian 
Hypotyposes (Sketches) of Sextus are a remarkably lucid 
account of the Sceptic doctrine in three books. He wrote a 
much larger work, Against the Dogmatics (logicians, physicists, 
or moralists, in five books) and Theorists (professors of grammar, 
rhetoric, mathematics, etc., in six books).2 The first part, 
which is a discussion of other philosophies, is one of our most 
valuable monuments of ancient erudition. On the edge of 
the Sceptic tradition, one should also mention the rhetor 
Favorinus of Arelate (between 120 and 150), who taught in 
Athens and Rome and was the master of Aulus Gellius. 

The ten “‘ tropes ” of Aunesidemos seem to be a methodical 
classification of all the arguments of past philosophers which 
should deter one from dogmatic assertion and denial. The 


1 See the following chapter. 2 Diog. Laért., bk. ix, end. 
3 Pyrrh., i. 36, 164. 
. ea From 69 to 108, Diog. Laért. speaks of Scepticism in general, not of 
yrrhon. 
5 The usual title is Against the Mathematicians (abbreviated to Math.) ; books 
vii-xi are probably the first. 
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list owes much, no doubt, to the polemic of the New Academy 
and also draws without discrimination on all thinkers whom 
the Sceptics wanted to regard as forerunners—Heracleitos, 
the Eleatics, Democritos, Protagoras, Diogenes of Apollonia.! 
Perhaps Atnesidemos thought it no treason to his principles 
to regard the inventory of contradictions in appearances as 
& preparation for a Heracleitean conception of universal 
contradiction in the hidden foundation of things.? At least, 
there is no ambiguity about the meaning of the tropes. It 
is impossible, the Sceptic said,* to know what things are in 
themselves, since they appear very different to different 
animals, to different men, to different senses, and in different 
circumstances—state of health, age, ete. After these first 
four tropes come three others, based on the variations in 
perceptions due to position, distance, situation, mass; per- 
ceptions are always modified by their combination with some 
factor other than the object itself, or simply by the quantity 
of the object. Thus, the scrapings of a black horn are white. 
The eighth trope, which covers all the first seven, concerns 
relativity—the relation of the subject to the object, of things 
or notions with one another. With this one may connect 
the criticism of causality ;‘ for that criticism consists, essen- 
tially, in denying that there is a causal power in the agent, 
since all causality is a relation, of which the thing affected 
is itself a term. The ninth trope shows that we do not see 
what is frequent and what is rare in the same light. The 
tenth, which deals with the diversity of moral judgements 
and customs, should lead us to place happiness in atararia, 
or in the _metriopatheta 5 which maintains our natural pas- 
sivity in ° ‘ measure,” if 1t be granted that nothing of what is 
necessary according to nature can be an evil. 

Agrippa, if, indeed, the credit is due to him, not merely 
classified the reasons for doubt more methodically ; he added 
to them. Instead of confining himself to sense-perception 
and moral judgement, he considers, in a more general way, 
the sensible on the one hand and the intelligible on the other. 
Now, on neither of these do “‘ the voices of men harmonize ” 
(Stapwvia), whether they be philosophers or not. This is 


1 In Diog. Laért., ix, they wie before ena and Timon. 

2 Pyrrh., i. 210. -, 36-163 ; Diog. Latrt., 79-88 

* Math., ix. 195-276 ; fe foe in VO, i ii. 324-7, or CXL, 350-2. 
5 Pyrrh., it. 25-30, iii, 2 
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not surprising, for the sensible and the intelligible are always 
relative, to a sensitivity and to an intelligence respectively ; 
they are never apprehended in themselves. Thus all the 
tropes of A‘tnesidemos are merged in the first and third 
tropes of Agrippa. Moreover, if, in either of these two orders, 
one tries to prove anything at all, one must “ go to infinity,” 
without ever coming upon evidence. But, the Dogmatist will 
say, are there not principles to which evidence is subject ? 
Perhaps, but only by hypothesis; and your hypothesis is 
no more evident than the contradictory hypothesis. These 
are the second and fourth tropes. The last is the famous 
argument in a circle; in order for instance, to prove the 
sensible by the intelligible (or vice versa), you prove “the 
one by the other”’ (éd¢ aAAnAa), and if you try to escape 
from the circle you fall once more into indefinite progress.} 
In short, nothing is evident, yet nothing can be demonstrated 
—that, in two tropes,? is the last version of the Sceptic theory. 
So nothing is true, in the sense which the word has for 
Dogmatism. If by any chance a truth of this kind did exist, 
there would be no “ distinctive sign ’’ or “ criterion ’’ by which 
it could be recognized and made indisputable.® 

Salvation in Wisdom was the object of Scepticism in its 
original form; but gradually its dialectic assumed a signifi- 
cance which was mainly methodological. To the Dogmatic 
scientist, who thinks that science can be based on the demon- 
strative syllogism, the Sceptic, anticipating John Stuart Mill, 
points out, for instance, that the inductive major term of a 
syllogism supposes complete enumeration and therefore depends 
on the truth of the conclusion. It may be said that manifest 
(zposnia) things indicate (evdeaxcrixa) the nature of 
concealed things (daéyAa), and so are signs. This, the 
Sceptic objects, is a particular case of the general illusion 
of Dogmatism; the sign is only a fact, which recalls 
(srouvnorixov) another of which it was formerly the con- 
comitant, so that, one or the other of these facts being given, 
one can infer from it, as past or as future, that which is not 
at present given.5 Understood thus, the study of signs is 
the basis of good practice and a great number of very useful 


1 Pyrrh., i. 164-72; Diog. Laért., 88 9 Pyrrh., i. 178 ff. 
8 Pyrrh., ii. 15-94 ; M ath, vii. 25 to ond (bk. i of Against the Logicians). 
« Pyrrh., ii. 195-7. 5 Ibid., 97-133 ; Math., viii. 143-58, etc. 
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‘arts. But, where there is only “‘ consecution,” the Dogmatists 
seek a causal action, and construct an aetiology. Now, the 
very search for these alleged causes is exposed to faults, 
which Afnesidemos enumerated in eight special tropes.! 
Medicine is a special example of the attitude taken by the 
Sceptic in this matter. He condemns the “logical” 
physician (6 Aoyxos), Even the pure “empiric” is, in 
his eyes, only a Dogmatist turned round, almost as narrow 
as the other. He himself is a “‘ Methodist.”” That is the 
essence of his doubt; he “ observes concomitances”’ (rq 
karaAAnAa) and ‘‘consecutions” (axodAovOia typyricn) with 
a view to foreseeing and acting, but he is not so arrogant as 
to believe that he has in this way discovered causes.* 

Strict and untiringly exhaustive analysis of every aspect 
of a problem, unequalled dialectical skill, uncompromising 
honesty of a mind which refuses to dupe itself, determined 
hostility to theory and foregone conclusions, whatever they 
may be, respect for the pure fact, with anxiety to observe 
its relations scrupulously and to make use of it for practice— 
these are some of the features characteristic of Greek 
Scepticism at the end of its development. At its origin, its 
method was a moral discipline, the aim of which was a tranquil 
life ; later it became, in addition and chiefly, a discipline of 
the scientific spirit. It never played the insurgent or sought 
to create a sensation; it was led by its humble quietism to 
accept life as it is, and by its respect for fact to treat col- 
lective facts, such as customs and laws, as facts of nature. In 
the face of doctrinal intolerance and the tyranny of the 
prejudices of schools, its critical attitude expressed a bold 
attempt to make science independent, by making it confine 
itself to strictly determining its technical methods with a 
view to useful practice. In this respect it was, as has been 
rightly said,? a forerunner of the positive spirit. 


1 Pyrrh., i. 180-5. Cf. CKLII, 266 and n.; CXLV. 

* Pyrrh., i. 236-41; Math., viii. 288. We see from this that Sextus himself 
disowns the epithet of ‘‘ Empiric ” bestowed on him by tradition. 

> OXLIG, 298, 375-9. 


CuapTer II 
EPICUREANISM 


THE doctrine of Epicuros seems to have been a new elaboration 
of Democritean and Cyrenaic ideas, after they had been 
transformed by the teaching of Pyrrhon. The first master of 
Epicuros is said to have been Nausiphanes of Teos. Now, 
Nausiphanes had been a pupil of the Democritean Hecataeos 
of Abdera, who is said to have heard Pyrrhon, and he may 
have known him himself. At least, tradition says that 
Epicuros often went to him to learn about the old master. 
Moreover, the first time he went to Athens, about his eighteenth 
year, he heard Xenocrates, and he heard Pamphilos, another 
member of the Academy, at Samos. We must note these 
connexions with Platonism, the influence of which, although 
in an altered form, is often to be seen. Epicuros passionately 
denied all his debts to the philosophy of others and heaped 
coarse insults on those who were declared to be his masters or 
forerunners.2, He wanted his doctrine to be regarded as a 
wholly original creation of his own genius 

About 807-806, Epicuros, then aged nearly thirty-five, 
returned to Athens and settled there permanently. Although 
born at Samos, where his father, an Athenian immigrant, kept 
a school and his mother was an exorcist, he legally kept his 
citizen rights. No doubt, his doctrine was by that time 
established, for he had been teaching for three years at 
Colophon, Mitylene, and Lampsacos. He bought a piece of 
ground and opened a school, which came to be called the 
Garden, while the Epicureans were called the Philosophers 
of the Garden. He seems to have had an extraordinary 
ascendancy over those whom he gathered round him. He was 
one of the exceptional beings to whom men are grateful 


1 LXVIUL, ch. 62, A. 1-9. Cf.ch. 60, A. 2-3; ch. 63, A. 3. 
2 OXLVI, 231-41. 
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because they condescend to behave as men and who inspire 
enthusiastic devotion. For his philosophy is not a teaching, 
but “an activity, which by reasons and reflections procures 
the happy life.” 1 His school is an association of brothers or 
friends who wish to practise that activity in common (cup¢ido- 
cogeiv).2 The society is open to anyone who wishes to find 
his salvation in the new faith, without distinction of culture 
(for it is sufficient to be able to read),® race, or condition. 
The names of Leontion and Hedeia tell us that courtesans 
went there for peace of heart and found it. The courage with 
which Epicuros died (270), suffering agonies from stone, 
remained a sublime example in the eyes of the faithful. He 
became a god, who had brought men a liberating revelation.‘ 
Thenceforward, the common meals of the school, on the 
20th of every month and on the anniversary of the Master’s 
birth, the 10th Gamelion (Jan.-Feb.), were religious celebra- 
tions and acts of worship, held with more or less solemnity.® 
We can understand, therefore, that there was an Epicurean 
orthodoxy, and, although there were changes of detail in the 
doctrine, and some foreign elements were introduced into the 
main fabric of its principles,® there is no doctrine in respect 
of which there is less question of later development. 
Epicureanism quickly spread far and wide. As the head 
of a semi-religious community, Epicuros wrote epistles to 
the ‘‘ churches ”’ of Mitylene, Lampsacos, Egypt, Asia. The 
abundant correspondence which he kept up with distant 
members of his flock is always of a catechetic nature; he 
dictates to them an attitude towards questions which trouble 
their conscience. When the Master died, the organized cult 
of his memory held the sect together and perpetuated and 
helped to propagate the doctrine. It seems to have been the 
first of all the Greek philosophies to enter Roman Italy, at 
first, apparently, among people of modest condition.’? But 
the inward resources which it offered amid the disorder and 
perils of political life also attracted the great men and the 
cultivated men of the last period of the Republic—L. Piso, 


1 Sextus, Math., xi. 169. 2 Cic., De Fin., i. 20. 65; Teast., 18, 20. 

® CXLVI, 117, 227 ff. 

* Lucretius, esp. v, beg. ; i. 62-79; iii, beg. and 1042-4; vi, beg. 

5 CXLVI, Ind. Nom., p. 405 b. 

® H.g., the theory of friendship, De Fin., i. 20, or in many passages in Lucretius. 
7¥, 383 (4); Cic., Fin., ii, 4. 12. 
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the protector of Philodemos, L. Manlius Torquatus, C. Velleius, 
C. Cassius (who murdered Caesar with the Stoic Brutus), 
C. Vibius Pansa, T. Pomponius Atticus (Cicero’s friend), and 
others. A rich villa in Herculaneum has already given up 
the remains of an Epicurean library. Perhaps as early as the 
end of the [Ind century, the first philosophic treatise in Latin 
was devoted to Epicureanism by C. Amafinius, and had a 
success which, being followed by imitations, must have 
spread the influence of the doctrine all over Italy.1_ Probably, 
therefore, Lucretius only means to boast ? of being the first to 
set forth in Latin the matter of Epicurean physics. LEpi- 
cureanism maintained its vitality until the beginning of the 
IVth century after Christ. In the IIIrd, the refutation of its 
physical theory by Dionysios, Bishop of Alexandria, and the 
ferocious attacks of Lactantius prove that it was a dangerous 
rival to Christianity. It continued to be so, until the day 
when the Christians had the political power on their side.® 
Epicuros wrote much—over three hundred rolls, it is said. 
These included the Canon or On the Criterion, a Physics in 
thirty-seven books, of which he composed a Large Abridgement 
and a Small Abridgement, which may have been the model of 
Lucretius, treatises On Atoms and Vacuum, On the Gods, On 
the End, On the Things to be Sought or Avoided, On Justice and 
the Other Virtues, On Holiness, polemical writings, letters, etc. 
Of all these works, which were rather rude in literary style, 
but robust and grave, little remains—three letters, the second 
of which is of doubtful authenticity (Z’o Herodotos on physics, 
To Pythocles on meteorology, and To Menoeceus on morality),* 
a collection of Principal Thoughts (xvpiat do€a),5 a collection 
similar to which has been found in a manuscript of the Vatican, 
various fragments of papyrus, and the Testament of Epicuros. 
Our information is supplemented by fragments of other 
Epicureans, particularly of Metrodoros and Philodemos, by 
the six books of Lucretius’s poem On the Nature of Things, by 
the Life of Epicuros in Diogenes Laértios (Book X), by the 
great inscription which Diogenes of Ginoanda (in Lycia) caused 
to be engraved in the middle of the IIIrd century on the 


oe Tusc., iv. 3. 6 ff. ; of. Acad., i. 2. 5. 
2 v. 336. CXLVI, pp. Ixxv ff. 
4 Indicated in the notes by i, ii, iii, respectively, with ue number of the para- 
graph i in Diog. Laért., bk. x. 
Also in Diog. Laért. Abbreviation, KA. 
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portico of his city for the edification of all, and by abundant 
expositions, with translations or quotations, in non-Epicurean 
writers such as Cicero, Seneca, and Plutarch. 

‘It is never too soon or too late,’’ Epicuros used to say, 
“* to pay heed to the health of the soul.’’? On that happiness 
depends, and it is the end of philosophy. Therefore nothing 
in philosophy which does not contribute to it is of any use, 
and everything else should be valued in relation to that end. 
Now, what prevents us from attaining it is the “ hollow 
opinions ’’ by which the soul is “‘ troubled ”’ and, as it were, 
poisoned, and which have nothing corresponding to them in 
the nature of things—the fear of the gods and of death, the 
wrong appreciation of pleasure and pain. Therefore, of the 
three parts of philosophy, logic, physics and morality, the two 
first are to the third what hygiene or medicine is to health— 
means, which must. not be made ends. 

Scientific logic, consequently, does not interest Epicuros. 
His logic aims at being chiefly a criticism of knowledge, a 
discrimination of what it contains which is incontestable as 
being “‘ evidence” (évapyeca, perspicuitas, manifestum). Thus 
we obtain the “ signs,”’ starting from which we shall be able 
to infer what is not evident, especially in the matter of physics. 
On this basis, finally, we shall be able to establish the ‘ rule 
of life.’’ 2. Now, the first source of all our ideas is representative 
sensation (gavracia) and the affective state (a0os), pleasure 
or pain,® which is likewise sensation. For sensation can never 
be convicted of error—neither by reasoning, for reasoning 
itself comes from sensation, nor by opposing sensations to 
one another, for each is shut off in its own sphere.4 Besides, 
representation and affective state would be inexplicable 
without a reality (vzapyov) capable of producing them, as an 
agent.® For, as we shall see, every state of the subject is part 
of a natural mechanical process which starts from the real 
object, and it is what the whole movement allows it to be. It 
is always, therefore, what it must be, and consequently always 
true, even if it is the principle of a false judgement, even in 
dreams and delirium. That, then, is the “ first certitude ”’ 
(fides prima), the “‘ foundation and corner-stone ”’ of all truth. 


1 iii, 122. 2 Cio., Fin., i. 19. 63 ff. 8 Diog. Laért., 34. 
* Lucr., iv. 485-99 ; Diog. Laért., 31 if. 

* Diog. Laért., 32; Sextus, Math., vii. 203-5. 

& [bid., 208 ff.; CXLVI, 252-4. Cf. Cic., Acad., ii. 25. 80. 
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To say, like Democritos, that the sensible qualities are pure 
convention, to deny, with the Sceptics, that there is a truth, 
is to wish “ to walk head downwards,” or to shake the very 
base of our salvation.1 We have there an_ indisputable 
‘‘evidence,”’ a first ‘“‘rule’’ or “‘canon”’ of truth (regula, norma), 
a ‘‘ criterion ’’ to distinguish true and false (indictum). 

But there is another evidence, and therefore another 
criterion—anticipation (apoAnYis) or “ prenotion ”’ (notities 
in Lucretius). It is a kind of “ universal thought which has 
formed in us, that is, a recollection of what has often presented 
itself to us from outside.’’ If someone says “‘ man,” “‘ snow,”’ 
‘ heat’ in my presence, I at once know what is talked about, 
even before perceiving it; but I should not know it if I had 
not often perceived it in the past.2. The transformation of 
particular sensations into notions is in great part mechanical, 
withaut, however, excluding the collaboration of reflection, 
and takes place by concomitance (7epirtwois), analogy, 
similarity, or fusion. Of this analysis, unfortunately, only an 
obscure outline is preserved.2 By the study of language we 
come to know the natural notions. For words, far from being 
the product of a convention, or, as the pure Nominalists say, 
class-names empty of all real content, condense and translate 
the most ancient effect of things upon us and the ‘ primitive 
notions ”’ in relation to our natural means of expression and 
differently according to regions and races.4 But anticipations 
do not merely precede things ; by the application of thought 
(eriBorn tis Stavotac, injectus animi) they seem to con- 
stitute a true intuition of principles (croryeia), an empiricistic 
plagiarism of the intuition of Aristotle. No doubt, it is not, 
as some Epicureans have said, a fourth criterion; it is, at 
least, ‘‘a guide for all our inquiries.’’ Thus, we perceive 
immediately that nothing comes from nothingness or returns 
to it; that there are simple bodies, and that they must be 
indestructible and indivisible; that the gods, of whom we 
naturally have a conception, can only be immortal and 
blessed ; that pleasure is the true good,' etc. 

Whereas evidence, in whatever form nature impresses it 

1 Lucr., iv. 462-79, 502-12 ; Sextus, Math., vii. 216. 
2 Diog. Laért., 33; CXLVI, 255 ff. 3 Diog. Laért., 32. 
4 i, 37 ff., 75, beg. ; Diog. Laért., 31, beg. ; Cic., Fin, ii. 2. 6. 


5 Especially i. 38 ff., 60; KA. 24; Diog. Laért., 31; Cic., Fin., i. 9. 30; 
Luer., ii 740. 
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in us, leaves no room for error, error appears with “ opinion ” 
—-in other words, with the inferences which we base on the 
present and immediate data (ro wapov 4#6n) of evidence. Here 
we have a veritable “interpretation of signs”’ (ocnpueiwats), ' 
either in relation to the “ object of our expectation’ (ro 
axporpevov)—‘Is the tower which I see over there round ? ”’ 
—or in relation to “hidden things” (ra aédnya)—‘ Does 
vacuum exist ?’’ Now, all wisdom consists in not confusing 
the opinion thus defined with intuitive evidence, and in being 
able to “‘ bring down ’”’ what is not now perceived or what 
could only be seen if our means of perception were stronger, 
to the criteria of evidence. In the former case, the facts may 
confirm or invalidate my judgement (em- or ayripaprupnots), 
and I must consider the conditions on which that can happen. 
In the latter case, confirmation by experience is obviously 
impossible, but the facts may contradict my hypothesis ; 
therefore my hypothesis will be true if nothing in the facts 
invalidates it (ov avripaprupycts).? 

It seems, however, that this negative verification, if it is 
not strictly governed, can only be a matter of divination in 
the Wise Man, and of faith and a revelation in others. So 
certain Epicureans of the IInd and Ist centuries B.c., De- 
metrios of Laconia and Zenon of Sidon in particular, tried, so 
far as we can tell from the fragments of Philodemos’s treatise 
On Signs and their Interpretation, to define the exact technique 
of the method.” Interesting as these attempts may have 
been, they were only a rough outline of an experimental 
method. For in respect of natural phenomena the Epicurean 
is indifferent to the truth of the explanation given of them. 
It is enough for him that the explanation should satisfy certain 
very general conditions, logical or moral, which alone need to 
be defined exactly. The Master’s contempt for culture 
embraces all the sciences. Even if it were based on true 
principles, a knowledge whose only end is itself and which 
does not serve to make us happier is worthless.* ‘‘ To flee 
from science,’’ Epicuros writes to a disciple, ‘“* hoist sail with 
all speed !’’ 4 No doubt, in confining science to the mechanical 
explanation of phenomena, Epicureanism did it a negative 


1 i, 50-2; KA, 24, 22; Luer., i. 423-5; ii. 121-4; iv. 464-6; Cic., Acad, ii. 
14. 45; Sextus, Math., vii. 211 ff. 

2 Cf. LOM, 237-55, and CLI. 3 Cic., Fin, i. 21. 71 ££. 

4 Diog. Laért., 6. 
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service. But the originality of its point of view lies much 
rather in the strange principle that, in all the details of physics, 
‘it can be thus quite as well as otherwise,” that, in this 
domain, ‘“ our need of exact knowledge ”’ will be fully satisfied 
by “a number of possible explanations,” provided that, by 
all excluding the arbitrary action of the gods, they equally 
contribute to delivering us from empty terrors. On this 
condition, we are free to believe what we like about the size 
of the stars, the real nature and cause of their risings and 
settings, etc. What is important, is to reduce these imposing 
phenomena to the dimensions of our most familiar experience.! 
By stating with such decision that the winning of salvation 
is more important than knowledge, Epicureanism was bound 
to gain converts ; but one cannot fail to see how alien it is to 
the true scientific spirit. 

The interest of Epicurean physics, therefore, lies in the 
practical intention which in it determines the choice of 
general theories.2, The gods must be banished from nature ; 
therefore nature cannot be a work of the spirit and a finality. 
So the Epicurean adopts a materialism, and not a vitalistic 
materialism, but a mechanistic, that of the School of Abdera. 
Nothing comes from nothingness, for in that case everything 
could come from anything. Nor does anything become 
nothing, for then there would long ago have ceased to be 
anything. Reality is twofold—bodies and vacuum. Vacuum 
is either absence of body, “‘ space”’ where there is nothing 
(%) xwpa), or the extension where a body takes its ‘“ place ”’ 
(0 tozos). Unlike vacuum, a body is what acts or is 
affected. Among its modes there are some without which 
there would be no body—the three dimensions, resistance 
(avrerumia), etc. (in short, what results from corporeity 
itself and is bound to it; cuuBeByxora, conjuncta)—and 
others which are “‘ eventual accidents” of it (cunrrapara, 
eventa). Now, these latter are always relative to perception, 
and belong to the body in so far as it is a composite, a sensible 
aggregate. But the composite implies the simple, and, in 
virtue of the fundamental principle, these simple things will 
be indestructible and irreducible; they are the atoms, or 
‘* primary bodies.” ® 


1 j, 78-80; ii, passim ; Lucr., v. 509-770 ; vi, passim. 2 Cf. KA. 11. 
3 i, 38-41, 68, 70 ff.; Lucr., i. 146-634. Cf. Sext., Math., x. 2. 
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We should especially note the critical points on which 
Epicuros disagrees with his forerunner Democritos. First of 
all, he gives the atom an essential weight ; this seems to be 
an original conception of his. Therefore the atoms move 
downwards; this does not, of course, refer to the infinite 
void, but to the relative direction of their movement.? 
Secondly, the shapes of the atoms are finite, not infinite, 
in number, although we cannot count them. Although in- 
divisible in practice, the atom, having extension and shape, 
is theoretically divisible. To realize an infinite number of 
shapes it would be necessary to increase the number of these 
parts of extension endlessly, and so the atoms would at 
length become large enough to be perceived. Moreover, if 
there were an infinite number of shapes there would be an 
infinite variety in nature, and the negation of all stable order. 
Now, the facts contradict these two consequences of the 
hypothesis.2. Lastly, the existence of aggregates of atoms 
and of a system of those aggregates, our world, would be 
inexplicable if the atoms always fell parallel, in a medium 
without resistance, all at the same infinite speed, the hypo- 
thesis of an oblique descent of bodies being, furthermore, 
belied by the facts. So, too, the spontaneity of actions in 
animals and in man contradicts the hypothesis of any such 
determination and “ fatal’’ concatenation of movements. 
For these two reasons we must suppose that the atoms possess, 
in addition to gravity, a second cause of movement, an 
entirely indeterminate capacity of “‘ diverging’’ spontane- 
ously, but “‘ infinitely little,’ from the vertical line of descent. 
This is called their “ inclination”’’ or oblique motion (ap- 
éyxricts, clinamen).3 

So the atoms fall in the infinite void, being infinite in 
number for every kind of shape. By reason of the essential 
indeterminateness of their inclination, the meeting of any 
two of them is a pure matter of chance. However small 
the aggregate so formed may be, it creates a barrier against 
the fall of the rest. The heavier ones become fixed, the 
lighter bound off them when they collide with them, and a 
rotation sets in, which is the first nucleus of a world, which 


1 4, 43 ff., 60; Lucr., ii, 184-215; Cic., Fin., i. 6. 17-19, eto. Cf. above, pp. 113-15. 

2 i, 42, end; Luor., ii. 478-521. 

3 Lucr., ii, 216-93 ; Cio., Fin., i. 6. 18 ff.; De Fato, 10. 22; Nat. Deor., i. 26. 
69; Diog. Gin., fr. 33 W; and other texts in CXLVI, 281. 
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is, as it were, ‘‘ walled round” by burning ether.? In the 
same way other worlds, similarly limited, are formed, 
‘‘infinite in number,” Now, in the eternity of past time, 
which is a third infinity, all possibilities of meeting and 
combination have been able to come about (this is what 
justifies the method of multiple explanations), until, still 
by mere chance, that combination was obtained which was 
capable of persisting and developing.2 The normal and the 
good are, therefore, a result of contingent combinations, not 
their cause. The natural order of causality cannot be 
‘inverted ’’ without absurdity. There is no final cause.® 

Even if our world showed itself kinder to man, it would 
still, by the fact that it is a composite, contain the principle 
of its decomposition and destruction. It cannot, therefore, 
be regarded as a divine work, any more than another world.* 
So, to remove the gods frum inevitable risks of destruction, 
Epicuros places them (a curious adaptation of the theology 
of Aristotle) in “‘ the spaces between the worlds” (ueraxoocma, 
intermundia). 

Epicuros’s statement that the gods exist is not a prudent 
concession to public opinion, as is the advice, coming from 
the opponent of “impious” superstition, to take part in 
religious ceremonies. The reality of the gods is clearly an 
integral part of his doctrine. First, they are the object of 
a “‘ prenotion ’’ common to all men, and for a prenotion there 
must be the influence of a reality. Secondly, they answer 
to our intuition of an “immortal and blessed existence.” ® 
In this we find the chief application of a law which plays a 
great part in Epicurean physics, the law of ‘‘ compensation ”’ 
or “equilibrium” (‘covouia), aequilibritas, aequalis tributio), 
in virtue of which our painful mortal life must have some- 
thing to counterbalance it in the whole of nature, and, in 
general, everything must be counterbalanced by its opposite.® 
What is most beautiful in us gives us an image of the nature 
of the gods; their bodies are “ a sort of bodies,’ “‘ holy ’’ o 
‘* glorious ”’ bodies. Although they are aggregates of atoms 
of the most subtle kind, they are not subject to the limitation 


1 K.ug., Luer., v. 454-9. 2 K.g., Luer., i. 1021-37 ; ii. 1048-76. 

3 Lucr., iv. 823-57, # Luor., v. 146-234. Cf. 'CXLVI, 367-83. 

5 iii. 123 ff. ; Luer., vi. 68-79; v. 1198-1203. Cf. Cic., Nat. Deor., i, end: 
CXLVI, 12-13, 387. 

6 Cio., Nat. Deor., i. 19. 50; Luer., ii. 569-80; cf. i, 624-6. 
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of concrete individuality. They are like ‘ outlines” or 
** silhouettes,’’ constantly moving and infinite in number.? 

Since the fear of death is, with the fear of the gods, the 
chief obstacle to inward peace, we must know what life is. A 
thing is living when the aggregate of atoms constituting its 
body is such as “ to serve as a house ”’ to another aggregate of 
atoms, which is its soul. So long as the thing is alive, the two 
aggregates are in constant correlation and interaction. But 
when the containing body becomes seriously broken up, the 
contained body becomes free, and, since it owed its cohesion 
solely to its inclusion in the other, it is scattered abroad, and 
the atoms which composed it separate. Death, therefore, is 
‘nothing which concerns us,’’ for once the soul has left the 
body we cease to feel. The illusion of a future life is dispelled. 
Moreover, the soul-composite has a twofold function. It 
spreads life through the organism, and, having its seat in the 
heart, it is the principle of sentiment, thought, and will. The 
elements composing it, which make its organic or “‘ un- 
thinking’ function (ro aAoyov, anima in the strict sense) 
possible, are very tenuous and very mobile, fiery (calor, vapor), 
airy, and of the nature of breath (aura). For the properly 
psychic or “‘ thinking ”’ function (ro Aoyixdy, animus, mens) 
there are atoms of even greater subtlety, doubtless those of 
which the gods are made, which have no equivalent in our 
experience ; therefore this fourth element is ‘“ nameless.” 
The first function, as we have seen, is the condition of the 
other; but the “ soul of the soul ”’ is sufficiently independent 
to be capable of happiness, whereas the organic soul suffers 
with the body with which it is mingled.? 

For the rest, sensation, thought, and will can be explained 
by purely mechanical processes. Every real thing constantly 
‘emits simulacra’”’ (eiéwAa), a kind of hollow envelopes which 
keep its general structure and qualities, whether these be 
superficial like colour or are capable of rising to the surface 
like odour. These proportionate miniatures of objects move 
with extreme rapidity. When received by the sensoria, they 
penetrate to the heart, where they produce sensation. There 
is an infinite number of them floating in the air; they come 


1 KA, 1 and Schol. Lucr., v. 146-55, 1161 ff., ete. ; Cic., Nat. Deor., i. 18-19 ; 
Div., ii. 17. 40. Cf. CKLVI, 352-66. 
2 i, 63-8 ; iii. 124 ff.; KA, 2; Luer., iii (the whole book). 
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not only from what encounters our senses, but from objects 
which have ceased to exist and others beyond the range of 
our senses, either at the present moment or by their nature, 
such as the gods. In this way all images are formed, the 
phantoms of dreams and delirium and the apparitions which 
have given rise to the prenotion of the gods. In their long 
journey, these frail atomic pellicules may become altered, or 
fuse with others more or less completely. This is how the 
simulacrum of the square tower has its corners rounded before 
it reaches me, or images of fabulous animals which have never 
existed, chimeras, centaurs, etc., are formed. This explains 
and confirms the absolute value of the criterion of sensation.+ 

The operation of the will is analogous. When the simula- 
crum of an object of desire or aversion, or that of the subject 
in one of his actions or manners of being, is present, it moves 
the thinking soul, which in its turn sets the organic soul in 
motion, and muscular movement is accordingly provoked or 
stopped. So, when Epicuros revives, in his own fashion, 
Aristotle’s theory of the logical indeterminateness of future 
contingents, and attributes “ personal independence ”’ to us 
(ro wap nuas adéorroroy), he is not thinking of liberty at all 
in the spiritual sense, and as something of the consciousness. 
In our organization, liberty is the result of the contingence of 
the atomic inclination. But it is sufficient, in his eyes, for the 
simulacrum of the happiness of tranquillity to be able to act 
on the soul and, as we shall see, to determine fitting movements 
or inhibitions in the body.? 

On the appearance of living creatures from the earth, their 
mother and nurse, there are no important ideas in Epicureanism 
which we have not already met in Empedocles or Democritos. 
The transformism which some have seen in it refers only to 
the period of groping in which nature, seeking at random for 
a combination capable of surviving, tries experiments. But, 
once that combination has turned up, out of all the shufflings 
and dealings of chance, “ the pacts of nature ”’ ( foedera naturae) 
are signed for good. Specific characteristics are fixed and 
reproduce themselves without variation, until the species 
grows old and dies with the world to which it belongs.® 


1 i, 46-53; Lucr., iv. 26-268, 722-822, 962-1036, eto. 

9 iii. 133 ff.; Lucr., iv. 877-906 ; 11. 251-93; Cic., De Faio, 10. 21; 16. 37: 
Acad., ii. 30. 97; Nat. Deor., i. 25. 70. 

8 Lucr., i. 584-98 ; ii. 865-901 ; v. 780-924. 
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But another problem of origins had long exercised men’s 
minds, that of the prehistory of mankind. Hecataeos 
of Abdera had written about the Hyperboreians and the 
Egyptians, and it may have been indirectly from him ! that 
Lucretius got what he says of the life of the earliest men and 
the invention of the arts, by which man sought to preserve or 
adorn his life—speech, social life based on contract, political 
organization, the production of fire, metal-working, agriculture, 
the training of useful animals, the weaving of clothes, house- 
building, the division of time, writing, music, poetry. Epicuros 
himself defined the conditions of technical progress in con- 
nexion with the invention of speech. External nature, he 
says, “‘ presses on ”’ us, and its action, when reflection has been 
applied to it, engenders our inventions with time.? Yet this 
progress, at least in Lucretius, is not really an advance. It is 
a remedy for real evils—a less kindly nature, a diminished 
power of resistance. The evils which it has begotten— 
religion, war, and the like—are more numerous and greater 
than those to which primitive man was exposed in the 
primitive state of the world.? The pretended benefits of civiliza- 
tion are, therefore, so many dangers for wisdom, and wisdom 
lies in approaching the state of nature. 

For the Epicurean seeks the foundation of his ethics in 
nature. The sole object of his “‘ canonics’’ and physics is 
to enable him to discover it with certainty. Now, we see 
that all living things, in so far as they obey their natural 
tendencies, seek pleasure as their good. Pleasure is “ the 
beginning and the end of the happy life’; it is ‘‘ our prin- 
ciple of all preference and all aversion,’ and therefore is 
the supreme affective criterion to which all our judgements 
on our good refer. But, on the other hand, ‘‘ we need pleasure 
only when pleasure is absent and we suffer from its lack ; 
but when we do not suffer we do not miss pleasure.’’ That 
is why ‘“‘ the term of greatness in pleasures,’”’ their maximum, 
is ‘“‘the elimination of all suffering.’ Where pleasure is, 
and so long as it exists, there can be no pain or sadness.‘ 

1 The accounts of Lucretius and of Diodoros Siculus (Bibl. Hist., i. 7 ff.) agree 


on the whole. Cf. K. Reinhardt, ‘‘ Hekataios v. Abdera u. Demokritos,” in Hermes, 
xvii (1912). | 

2 i. 75 ff.; Diog. Gin., fr. 10 W; Luer., v. 925 to end. 

8 Cf. L. Robin, “Sur la conception épicurienne du progrés,”’ in R. de Métaph. 
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Now, this is what people forget when, like the Cyrenaics, 
they define pleasure by movement. No doubt, “in move- 
ment which is being accomplished a joy and a satisfaction 
are manifested ’—as, for example, when you are in the act 
of quenching your thirst. But true pleasure is to have thirst 
no longer; then the object of the movement is attained. So 
the reality of pleasure exists only in “ stabilized pleasure 
(yOovn xaracrnpatikn, Voluptas in stabilitate), not in ‘“ pleasure 
in movement”’ (#dovn ev xunjoe, voluptas in motu), which is 
merely the former in the process of becoming.’ This dis- 
tinction leads to a very important practical consequence. 
Whenever, having come to the term of the movement which 
prepares our pleasure, we try to prolong that movement, 
we really cause the final realization of our pleasure to recede. 
No doubt, we ‘ vary” it (aokiA\ev) by thus perpetuating 
the ‘“ ticklings’”’ of our sensibility (yapyadicpuoi, titillationes). 
But these extra embellishments, in which men delight, do 
not increase pleasure, since they do not increase the satis- 
faction of the need from which we were suffering. Pleasure 
is the elimination of that need, nothing else and nothing 
more. ‘*‘ Absence of pain” (azovia, vacuttas doloris, in- 
dolentia)—that is perfect, achieved pleasure. It is not a 
state of passing from past pain to future pleasure; it is a 
positive term, where we should stop and settle.? 

Moreover, since the body and the soul are two distinct 
ageregates, but one part of the soul gives sensibility to the 
body, while the other is relatively independent of it, it is 
legitimate to distinguish between pleasures of the body and 
pleasures of the soul, that is, of the thinking soul. But we 
must not be misled regarding this distinction. The pleasures 
of the body are not only pleasures in movement, for they 
consist, on the contrary, in “a stable equilibrium of the 
flesh ’’—this is, in the strict sense, ‘‘ absence of pain.” The 
thinking soul, too, could not obtain “ absence of disturbance,” 
ataraxia properly so called, without having had the enjoy- 
ment of the internal movements which bring about that final 
tranquillity.2 Moreover, the pleasures of the soul are not 
superior in quality to those of the body, for one pleasure is 


5% 


1 CKLVI, 1-2; Cic., Fin., loc. cit., and 5. 16. Cf. above, pp. 261-2. 
9 KA, 18; Cic., Fin., i. 11; ii. 3. 9 ff. ; Nat. Deor., i. 40. 113; CXLVI, 411. 
3 Ibid., 68, 424-8 ; iii, 131, end; cf. 128; Sen., Bp., 66. 45, 
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as good as another. We should have no quarrel with the 
debauchee, Epicuros said, if his pleasures were able to satisfy 
him, if they delivered him from the fears which trouble the 
soul, if they were free of what is the only evil—pain.! But, 
each of the two kinds of pleasures has its own function. 
Those of the body are fundamental, as Epicuros declared 
frankly, to the great indignation of his opponents. ‘* The 
principle and root of all good is pleasure of the belly.”’? But 
‘the flesh is so made that it perceives the limits of pleasure 
as infinite, and would that it should last to all infinity.”’ The 
soul must, therefore, set its limits for it ‘ by reflection’; for 
‘* the soul knows that pleasure is as great in a finite time as in 
an infinite time, and that one does not need an infinite time 
in order to be happy.’”® The soul also measures the pains 
of the body. If they are chronic, they are not very keen, 
since I continue to live, and in an incurable infirmity like 
blindness the soul still finds some enjoyment. If they are 
acute, they cannot last long, or else death will presently 
deliver me from them.‘ Lastly, thanks to the personal power 
which is in me, I can summon to my aid so many images of 
my former joys that they will “drive away’”’ my present 
pains, forcing them “to retire,’’ so that I no longer even feel 
them. ‘‘ I am spending a happy day, and it is the last of my 
life,’’ Epicuros wrote in the midst of the awful pain of which 
he was to die; for all these sufferings were “faced by the 
tranquil contentment of my soul, bent on the memory of our 
old conversations.’’> This is a haughty attitude, which has 
its parallels, but the Epicureans alone tried to connect it 
with the very conditions of experience. 

Ignoring this aspect of the doctrine, the detractors of 
Epicuros laid stress on his defence of pleasure, which was 
easy to misinterpret. “‘ When we say that pleasure is our 
end,’ Epicuros answered, “it is not the pleasures of de- 
bauchees . . . that we are considering.’’® For there is a 
rule, born of the reflection of the mind which estimates the 
‘‘ wealth ’’ of the virtual pleasure which exists in our pains as 
well as in our pleasures, their quantity, not their quality. 

1 KA, 10. Cf. Cie, Fin., ii. 7. 21. 

2 CXLVI, 67,409.  ° iii, 126; KA, 19 ff. Cf. OXLVI, p. 397 

4 iii. 183; KA, 4. Cf. CXLVI, p. 395, nos. 446 ff., 503. 


5 CXLVI, 138; cf. 601; Cic., Tusc., ii, 7.17; iii. 15. 33; Sen., Hp., 9. 3. 
* ili, 131. 
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‘It is just because pleasure is the first and natural good 
that we do not seek every pleasure. On the contrary, some- 
times we pass over a number of pleasures, when a greater 
quantity of pain must ensue for us. On the other hand, we 
prefer a number of pains to pleasures when a greater pleasure 
will be the result for us. . . . So every pleasure, in virtue of 
its own nature, is a good, and yet not every pleasure is to be 
sought. So, too, every pain is an evil, but not every pain is 
such as to be always avoided.’ What is ordered, then, is 
a “‘comparative measurement ”’ (cuumérpyots), With pleasure 
for its unit and the strict demands of nature for its standard. 
Now, among our desires and among our aversions there are 
some whose object is outside these demands. Therefore 
Epicures divided the desires into three classes (and the 
aversions correlatively)—those which are ‘‘ neither natural 
nor necessary,’ such as that of obtaining honours, those 
which are “ natural but not necessary,’ like that of every 
refinement by which a natural pleasure is “‘ varied ’’ without 
being increased (‘‘ Send me a little pot of curds,’’ Epicuros 
wrote to a friend, ‘‘ that I may have a feast when I feel 
inclined ’’), and, lastly, those which are both “‘ natural and 
necessary,” such as those of eating when hungry and drinking 
when thirsty, which can be satisfied with black bread and 
water. We shall do well, never to yield to the first kind of 
desires. The second we shall only obey exceptionally, for 
their rarity is what makes their value. The last are the easiest 
to satisfy, and are always ‘‘ within our reach ”’ (ev7opicro, 
parabiles). ‘* Thanks be given,” said the Master, “ to blessed 
Nature, for having placed within our reach the things which 
are necessary, while those which are not easily within our 
reach are those which are not necessary !”’ To keep oneself 
*‘ within the limits of nature’’ is to possess self-sufficiency 
(avrapxea), and is the ‘“ height of wealth.” 4 

All the traditional virtues, temperance, courage or strength 
of soul,? prudence, therefore have their place in the Epicurean 
conception of individual conduct. But none of them is of 
value except in relation to pleasure. ‘I spit on morality ” 
(ro xaAov), Epicuros said,® ‘‘ and on the hollow admiration 


1 iii, 129-32; KA, 15, 29; Cic., Fin., i. 13. 44 ff. ; Lucr., v. 1116-18. Cf. 
CXLVI, 181 ff., 456, 468-77, 602. 

4 Cic., Fin., i. 14. 47 ff. ; 15.49; CXLVI, p. 269, note on 1. 19 

8 Jbid., 512; cf. 504, 506. 
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which is bestowed on it, when morality dges not produce any 
pleasure!” Of all the virtues, understood thus, the funda- 
mental, perhaps the only virtue, is prudence (d¢povnais), for 
the discernment of the true pleasures is the work of reflection. 
Therefore it is not unlimited sensual enjoyment which creates 
an agreeable life, “‘ but a sober calculation, applied to know- 
ing the reasons of every preference and every aversion and 
to driving away the opinions which are the chief source of the 
trouble which seizes men’s souls.’’ For prudence teaches us 
that ‘‘ we cannot live agreeably, if we do not live in a reflective, 
moral, and Just manner, nor can we live in a reflective, moral, 
and just manner if we do not live agreeably.”’ 1} Epicuros even 
goes so far as to say that prudence is of value by itself, and 
independent of success, for success is sometimes due to 
fortune.” 

Refined as this egoism was, it led to theories of repulsive 
brutality. Thus, for example, in the mutual renunciation on 
which society and justice are based, each of the contracting 
parties has only his own interest in view ; therefore injustice 
is an evil only because there is more to be lost than gained by 
breaking the undertaking not to harm one another. Even if 
the unjust act were “ ten thousand times secret ’’ and practi- 
cally certain to go unpunished, the soul is poisoned by the 
dread of final chastisement.® The value of friendship is that 
it is necessary to the security and pleasantness of hfe; you 
love yourself, not your friend. Since this theory aroused 
indignation, some Epicureans modified it. Some said that my 
friend is another myself; he is, therefore, not the means of 
my happiness, but an element of it. Others, whom J. S. Mill 
may have remembered, said, more subtly, that there is a true 
disinterestedness in friendship, for, with habit, the initial 
egoistic motive has come to be forgotten.*4 

Although in practice this conception of life was exposed 
to a number of difficulties and inconsistencies, for example, in 
the matter of family relations,® we seem to be able to extract 
from what has been said a fairly definite figure of the Epicurean 


1 ii. 132; cf. KA, 5, and Cic., Fin., i. 18, beg. 2 iii. 135; cf, KA, 16. 

8 KA, 31-8. Cf. Cic., Fin., i. 16; ii. 16. 63 ff. ; CXLVI, 523, 531. 

4 Cic., Fin., i. 20; ii. 24-6. 

5 This and similar difficulties are the theme of the book of d:amoplac or 
Uncertainties. Cf. CKLVI, 18-20. The family cares revealed in the Testament may 
refer to the spiritual life. ; 
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Wise Man. Two paradoxical features must first be pointed 
out. This Wise Man is an ascetic. He subjects the pleasure 
of the flesh to a severe discipline. He reduces it to a minimum 
—on the pretext, it is true, of not spoiling it. He turns to a 
meditation which takes him away from the present for a 
means to drive suffering away. Secondly, he is a coenobite, 
for the only society for him is that of men who have gathered 
together to make their salvation in common. “ Live hidden,”’ 
Epicuros orders,! and he himself withdrew from the world. 
He is not bound by laws ; it is the wicked who are bound by 
the laws in their treatment of him. Unless the interests of 
his own protection compel him, he abstains from public affairs, 
and scoffs at those who have sacrificed ‘the crown of 
ataraxia’’ to the interests of their country.* He is, lastly, a 
spiritual healer. Against the four errors which corrupt life, 
regarding the gods, death, pleasures, and pain, he has found 
the ‘‘ fourfold medicine’”’ (7 tetpugupuakos) whose magical 
virtue calms and cures.? So he has in himself all the defensive 
resources which he needs in order to give himself the most 
positive of all happinesses. In the midst of a depraved 
civilization he has had the wisdom to return to good old 
Nature, and by this return to native simplicity he is able to 
be self-sufficient. He does not cease to be “* amid pleasures,” 
even when he is shut up in the red-hot bronze of the bull of 
Phalaris. He is “as a god among men, for there is nothing 
less like a mortal being than he whose life, though he is a 
man, passes in the midst of immortal goods.’’ In blessedness 
“he vies with Zeus himself.””* The emancipation of the 
Wise Man, “ the equal of the gods,” is, in short, the highest 
realization of individuality. Wholly centred upon itself, 
ruling itself by thought and imposing the law of thought on 
the flesh, it detaches itself from all the net of circumstances 
which surrounds it on every side. The independence of the 
Wise Man is the culmination of the individualistic tendencies 
which strongly mark Epicurean philosophy. That philosophy 
may be called a generalized atomism. 

Historically, Epicureanism is an attempt to give more 

1 QXLVI, 551. 2 Ibid., 187, 530, 556, 559 ff. 

8 Pap. Herc., 1005, col. 4. Cf. iii. 183; Cic., Fin., ii. 7, end; 29. 94. These 
are the four first xvpiar ddkat. 


4 iii. 135; Diog. Gin., fr. 63, cols. 3-4; Diog. Laért., 117; Luer., iii. 322; 
Cic., Fin., i. 18 ff. ; CXLVI, 601 ff. 
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coherence to Cyrenaicism and a dogmatic justification to the 
asceticism of Pyrrhon. It was not so much a philosophic 
school as an organized religious society, in which every 
member received the talisman of his deliverance and the rule 
of his salvation. The Epicureans may themselves have been 
partly responsible for the misunderstanding of the spirit of 
their doctrine by the uninitiated. But they were neither the 
‘“ swine ’’ of whom Horace speaks nor even refined, delicate 
voluptuaries. Seneca, Stoic as he is, judges them fairly when 
he observes the ‘‘ sadness” which is at the bottom of the 
Epicurean life, by the side of its ‘‘ holiness and righteousness.’’ ! 
It is possible, too, that the doctrine owed its enormous success 
to that very variety of its aspects, which constitutes its 
originality. It declares pleasure to be the highest good, and 
diminishes it by asceticism ; it places resignation side by side 
with beatitude, and melancholy with optimism ; its thorough 
sensualism is supplemented by a reasoned calculation of 
pleasures; it is materialistic, and seeks its foundation in 
thought ; it is scornful of scientific truth, and bases conduct 
on the knowledge of nature; into mechanism it introduces 
liberty ; it combats superstition, and preaches a faith. 

Since Metrodoros of Lampsacos, that “‘ second Epicuros ”’? 
and dearest of the disciples, died seven years before the 
Master, the management of the school passed to Hermarchos. 
Colotes, another disciple of Epicuros, is known from the 
treatise in which Plutarch attacked Epicureanism in con- 
nexion with one of his writings. In general, we know hardly 
anything of its most illustrious representatives down to the 
Ist century B.c. Philonides of Laodiceia and Demetrios the 
Laconian are little more than names to us. Zenon of Sidon, 
Phaedros, Patron, and especially Philodemos of Gadara are 
somewhat better known, thanks to the papyri of Herculaneum, 
and thanks to Cicero, who knew and esteemed them all. After 
them there is total darkness, as far as we are concerned. It 
would seem that the life of the school was altogether dispersed 
in local brotherhoods, and the Garden was no longer the 
‘holy place ’’ of the community. 


1 Vit. Beat., xiii, 1. 2 Cic., Fin, li. 28. 92. 


CuHaptTer III 
EARLY STOICISM 


THE philosophy of the Stoics is like that of the Epicureans in 
its final intention, the definition of the notion of the Wise 
Man, and in the problems which it considers; they are the 
same problems, and on all of them it adopts an attitude 
exactly opposite to that of the Epicureans. The opposition 
runs all through. In the domain of materialism, it is vitalism 
as against mechanism; as a pre-Socratic patron of their 
cosmology, Heracleitos is chosen instead of Democritos ; 
there is teleology instead of chance combinations ; godhead 
lies in the heart of the world and not outside the worlds ; there 
is one single world, not an infinity of worlds, and it is not 
wholly destroyed, but is reborn; the division of matter does 
not stop at the atoms, but goes on to infinity ; all is full, and 
vacuum only exists outside the world ; there is a generalized 
solidarity, with fatalism, instead of generalized atomism with 
contingence ; there is complete fusion, instead of an aggrega- 
tion of simple units. These are not so much differences as 
reactions ; two philosophies are engaged in hand-to-hand 
combat. 

Now, it certainly seems that this obstinate, methodical 
contradiction must be put down to the Stoics. Epicuros had 
already been teaching for several years when Zenon of Cition 
opened his school, about 800, in the Painted Portico, Stoa 
Potkile. Previously he had been feeling his way. He had 
come to Athens for the first time between 315 and 312 (by the 
chance of a shipwreck, according to one tradition), and had 
heard, in succession, Theophrastos, perhaps Xenocrates, 
certainly Polemon, Crates the Cynic in particular, in whom 
he had sought a living image of Socrates, and lastly, among 
the dialecticians of Megara, Stilpon, Diodoros Cronos, and his 


disciple Philon. It therefore seems that the early success of 
941 
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the Garden led Zenon to undertake a symmetrical and opposite 
work with other methods. When Timon and others sneered 
at him as a “ Phoenician,”’ they doubtless referred to his 
sham originality. Moreover, even if the Porch started before 
the Garden, it would none the less be true that a very striking 
characteristic of early Stoicism was its continual development, 
so unlike the unchangeableness of Epicureanism, and an 
ingenuity which endeavoured not so much to open new paths 
as to follow its opponents on to their own ground, laboriously 
adapting defence to attack, without appearing to yield 
anything. At the service of their tactics these men, almost all 
from Asia, placed all the resources of their mystical tenacity 
and of a verbose, tricky subtlety, to which Greek dialectic 
only furnished its modes of expression. 

When Zenon died, at the age of seventy-two (by his own 
hand, it is said), revered by many disciples, the direction of 
his school passed into the hands of one of the oldest and most 
devoted of them, Cleanthes of Assos. According to the story, 
he was a retired pugilist, and used to draw water for a market- 
gardener at night, in order to pay his fee at the school next 
day. Whether the story is true or false, it at least tends to 
show that the ‘‘ second Heracles,’’ as he was called, was a 
man for whom philosophy was a religious matter, concerning 
his life’s salvation. But he was more serious than versatile, 
and during the long years in which he managed the school 
(264-232) it steadily went down. Against the attacks of 
the Epicureans or of the New Academy, Cleanthes could 
only oppose the solid weight of his own principles. Fortu- 
nately he found an able helper in Chrysippos of Soli (or 
Tarsos). When Chrysippos succeeded Cleanthes, he restored 
the prosperity of the Porch, and was called its “ second 
founder.” In his teaching and by his immense literary 
output (over 705 books), he waged war on the rival schools 
with untiring courage until his death at the age of more than 
seventy (208-207). 

But this was not the only aspect of the earliest Stoicism. 
Instead of turning away from public affairs, like the Epicurean, 
the Stoic strove or condescended to be a factor in Hellenistic 
politics. Aratos of Soli, whose metrical adaptation of the 
Phenomena of Eudoxos has been partly preserved in Cicero’s 
quotations, Persaeos of Cition, and Sphaeros of the Bosphorus 
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were like ambassadors of the school at the courts of princes— 
Aratos and Persaeos with Antigonos Gonatas, King of Macedon, 
and Sphaeros with Ptolemy Euergetes and later with Cleo- 
menes III, King of Sparta. Moreover, while the aim of the 
mother-school was to preserve the orthodox tradition, while 
developing, there were some more uncompromising, like 
Herillos of Carthage, who has been wrongly supposed to have 
had a tendency towards Peripateticism, and Ariston of Chios, 
both disciples of Zenon, each of whom declared that his own 
school represented the Master’s true spirit. They were, no 
doubt, heretics, rebels against the official discipline, but they 
were not heterodox. For it is remarkable that this Stoicism, 
which had principally retained the Cynic influence, while 
purging it of its element of charlatanism, was that to which 
the revival of the doctrine in Imperial times was attached. 
Lastly, it is perhaps an instructive fact, that one Dionysios 
of Heracleia, not having found in Zenon’s philosophy the 
peace of mind for which he sought, went in pursuit of it to the 
Cyrenaics or the Ejpicureans. 

After Chrysippos, the Porch showed a more marked 
tendency to accommodations and concessions, although the 
doctrines which represented the special character of the school 
were still proclaimed for the benefit of the public. Zenon of 
Tarsos and Diogenes of Scleuceia in Persia, called the 
Babylonian, were pupils of Chrysippos. The latter was with 
Carneades and Critolaos the Peripatetic on the celebrated 
embassy which the Athenians sent to Rome in 156-155 to 
obtain the remission of a fine. The tradition of Diogenes was 
carried on by Antipatros and Archedemos of Tarsos, Apollo- 
doros of Seleuceia, and Boéthos of Sidon, with whom Middle 
Stoicism begins. At the same time, we find men trained in 
the school devoting themselves to special studies, some of 
which, such as rhetoric and grammar, were held in great 
honour there---the grammarian Crates of Mallos, Zenodotos, 
the librarian of Alexandria, Eratosthenes (276-194), who 
perhaps came from the school of Ariston, Apollodoros of 
Athens, who wrote the Chronica, the famous critic Aristarchos, 
etc. Stoicism was already tending towards philosophical 
doxography. 

Stoic literature was considerable. Ariston and Herillos 
seem to have confined themselves to morals, the former having 
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a preference for the Cynic method of practical instruction by 
example or typical anecdote (ypeta). Zenon, Cleanthes, and 
Chrysippos, on the other hand, not to mention their polemical 
writings, dealt with all the ‘“‘ domains ’”’ (ro7o:) or branches 
of the teaching of the schools of philosophy—logic and 
rhetoric, physics and theology, morals and politics, the philo- 
sophical explanation of the poets. The works of Chrysippos 
were the richest example of such a complete collection. He 
also devoted special books to Providence, Fate, divination, 
and the problem of the possibles. Of all this we have, un- 
fortunately, only general summaries, like that of Diogenes 
Laértios (Zenon, vii. 1), or arbitranly chosen quotations. 
Few passages of any length have been preserved—forty lines 
of a hymn of Cleanthes to Zeus, important extracts from 
Chrysippos’s treatises On the Soul and On the Passions in 
Galen’s book On the Dogmas of Hippocrates and Plato, and 
mutilated fragments of the same author’s Logical Questions 
and a passage on the dialectical virtues of the Wise Man 
on papyri.! Having no direct documentary evidence, it is 
only exceptionally that we know what each philosopher 
contributed to the progressive constitution of classical 
Stoicism. As a rule, our classical Stoicism seems to be the 
Stoicism of Chrysippos, that is, a doctrine which had been 
compelled by the objections of the New Academy to change 
its form. What Cicero tells us bears the mark of the suc- 
cessors of Chrysippos, and also of Middle Stoicism, or else it 
has become distorted in passing through the academic eclec- 
ticism of Antiochos of Ascalon. In Plutarch (The Contra- 
dictions of the Stoics, On Common Notions against the Stoics), 
in Galen, in commentators on Aristotle, like Alexander and 
Simplicius, or, again, in Plotinus or Sextus Empiricus, we are 
dealing with enemies of Stoicism. Even the Stoics Seneca 
and Epictetos are not certain witnesses; their Stoicism is 
far removed from the thorny dialectic of the maturity of the 
Old Stoa, and sees nothing in it but a historical curiosity.* 
It is impossible to discuss the evidence here. We must 
therefore take the history of the earliest Stoicism in one mass, 
and roughly in the form in which tradition presents it. 


1 CLM (this reference will not be repeated), ii. 180, 131. The Letronne Papyrus 
(on poe propositions, ii, 298 a) is a school wor 
4 ¥.g., Epict., Hnch., 49; Diatr., i. 4. 6 ff. 
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For the Stoic, philosophy is the “exercise” (aoxnois) 
of an art whose special object is Wisdom, the science of 
divine and human things, or the supreme “ perfection ”’ (per), 
which is divided into three kinds of “‘ perfections ”’ or studies— 
one logical or dialectical, discourse, one ethical, human life, 
and one physical, the world. Although this division, which 
doubtless came from Xenocrates and the earliest Peripatetics, 
was accepted by Zenon,! Ariston regarded it as a concession 
contrary to the spirit of the doctrine. Physics, he said, go 
beyond our range, and dialectic is only the mud on the road 
which impedes the wayfarer, or again, as when one is eating 
crabs, little meat for much shell.2— But when the three parts 
were kept, the great question was, how they were related. 
Philosophy was compared to an orchard, to an egg, to an 
animal (Poseidonios). Logic was invariably the fence of the 
orchard, the shell of the egg, the bones and muscles of the 
animal. But the relative positions of physics and ethics 
varied according as the first place was given to fundamental 
conditions or to what results from them.* Im any case, 
physics being the condition of logic and ethics, these two can 
only be properly understood if we know the general prin- 
ciples of physics, in relation to the world and in relation to 
man. 

All that is real is a body, having its own individuality 
distinct from every other individuality. This being so, it 
acts and is affected. For, on the one hand, it has an essential 
motive spontaneity, entirely actual, a “tension” (révos), 
which, starting from its centre, endeavours to spread and 
then returns inwards to condense into a unity. On the other 
hand, what is thus extended or condensed by the active 
force is a passive matter, which is likewise the body, but 
the body in so far as it is unqualified and amorphous, or 
unindividualized. Matter, form, and mover are all one. In 
their turn, the qualities (zo.a) of a body are themselves 
bodies, co-existent with one another and with the body. The 
body represents only the “proper quality’ (idiws 7ovov) 
which subsists through the changing of the others and, by its 
tension, unites in a natural solidarity what would otherwise 
be a mere aggregate.4 So we already have two of the Stoic 


1 i, 45 ff. ; ii. 35, 38. * j. 351-7, 392 ff. 
8 ji, 38-44 ; cf, iii, 68, 4 i, 90; ii. 301-3, 336, 363, 380, 386 ff., 395-7, 
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categories, substance and quality (imoxemevov, mov); they 
represent what is corporeal or real in the ‘‘ something ”’ (r«). 
The two others, manner of being taken by itself and taken in 
relation (rws éxov, rpos Tt Tws éxov), correspond to the some- 
thing in so far as it is incorporeal, that is, to that which 
neither acts nor is affected, and in contrast to what is ‘‘ not 
even something’ (0 7+.), such as a general qualification 
(kowvws aovov), or idea, which is only an ‘‘ object of thought ”’ 
(cvvonua).t So the categories here have quite another mean- 
ing than in Aristotle. They signify what is real, and alone 
real, in the individual, whether it be profound or super- 
ficial, whether it come from itself or from its environment. 
The incorporeal aspects of an entity are its events or its acts, 
mere manifestations of the causality which is in it, effects 
whose whole reality lies in their “ enunciation’’ by a verb 
(Acxrov, karnyopnua). To the incorporeals already mentioned 
we must add the place which the entity occupies, the tume or 
interval of its movements and (in respect of the world only) 
the void in which it extends or contracts.? 

Now, to be understood, this doctrine of the individual 
must be considered in relation to the pattern individuality of 
the world. If, instead of the “‘ universe,” the “‘ all’ (ro ray), 
that is, the infinite void and the world which is virtually inside 
it, we consider the world itself, we have the ‘‘ whole ” (70 dXovr), 
the totality of the corporeal and the incorporeals, all the real, 
the aspects of which are the categories. Since the infinite 
void is outside it, the world is finite and excludes vacuum ; it 
is single and perfectly one; on every side it tends towards 
its centre, and is spherical’ Now, if this is so, the world is 
also the very “‘ organization ”’ of the “‘ system ”’ which unites 
the heavens to the earth (d:axoopyots), and is also the divine 
principle which acts and organizes.? The matter thus organized 
is not amorphous, but already qualified by the active principle. 
The four elements, therefore, each constituted by a single 
quality of its own, themselves have both activity (fire or 
heat, air or cold) and passivity (water or wetness, earth or 
dryness).4 Now, either in God or in the elements, activity 
is always the “ tension ’’ of a body in order to maintain its 


1 i, 65; ii. 329 ff., 361-3. 2 i, 89-95 ; ii, 331, 341, 501-21. 
8 1.99; ii. 526-30, 535, 550. 
4 ji. 418, 408, 410, beg., 439, end, 440, middle, 444, 
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constitution (cvcractc). That body is the “ breath”’ or 
pneuma, vital principle or spirit, which is made of fire and 
air, or, more precisely, of what acts in the very activity 
of those elements. It “goes through” (dujce:) the world 
and penetrates even into its lowest parts. It makes it 
live and maintains its unity. It ‘‘ administers”’ it by its 
‘‘ providence ”’ (toixnois, mpovora); for it is a “ thinking 
breath,” an “ intelligent, craftsman fire,’’ which “ methodi- 
cally advances to the generation of the world.”’ So the 
Stoics want to be both pantheists and monotheists, for the 
force immanent and diffused in the world is a single “ reason,” 
an individual demiurgic principle, which makes the world “a 
living thing full of wisdom.”! We must not regard it as a 
creator. But it is the craftsman of the wonderful finality 
by which, in proportion to their kinship with that principle, 
things which are find instruments of their good in the things 
below them, and even in what might be taken for an evil in 
respect of them. I need not quote the facile examples and 
childish arguments by which the Stoics, from Chrysippos 
onwards, tried to demonstrate the universality of this teleo- 
logical relativism.? 

What it expresses is, at least, a capital fact : the world is a 
solid order of ranks, of which it is itself the end. There are 
several degrees of individualization, since there are several 
degrees of “tension.” At the lowest degree, the pneuma 
produces only qualified individuality, the consistency of the 
body (€&ts)—— stone, metal, wood, ete. If this manner of 
being also includes the spontaneous movement by which the 
thing makes its being, what the pneuma then produces is a 
growth (duets). It is, lastly, a soul, when in addition to all 
this the thing has sensation and “‘ motive impulse,” or the 
instinctive tendency to act (opuy).2 But, if things are divided 
into ranks, they are also intimately bound together. For, to 
explain the causality of the pneuma, in general and specially 
in every being, Chrysippos, perhaps following Zenon, advanced 
the theory of “total mixture” (xpaccs 6¢ dAov), @ material- 
istic equivalent of Plato’s participation. Mere juxtaposition 
(wapaGects), or a mixture which fuses two things together 
(cvyxvois) and, taking away their distinctive individual 
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quality, annihilates them to produce a new thing, does not 
explain how two bodies, of which one acts and the other is 
affected, keep their individualities, although the action of the 
one penetrates and modifies the other. But this can be 
understood if the penetration (without a vacuum being 
necessary) is total, if one thing really mixes with another 
(cvupscs), as a drop of wine mixes with the whole sea. This 
presupposes the infinite divisibility of matter. Now, if fire 
and air are what act most, if God, “ the burning breath,’ is 
the supreme agent, it is because, in virtue of their extreme 
mobility, they lend themselves best to that infinite diffusion.? 

And now, how does the generation of the world and of the 
things in it come about ? There are no chance meetings and 
aggregations ; our fundamental postulate is a “ seed ’’ which 
develops, following an alternating rhythm. For fire, the most 
elemental of the elements, which at the beginning exists alone 
in the infinite void, would not satisfy the “‘love’”’ and the 
generative impulse which are in it if, its tension diminishing, 
it were not extinguished. So it condenses and becomes air, 
and then air becomes water. But this water, penetrated by 
the breath of burning air, gives birth to a central seed, which 
is the “seminal reason” (Acyos crepuarixos) or law of the 
world. Then the living cosmos organizes itself, all at once, in 
distinct parts, each having its own function and seat. In the 
centre of the infant world part of the water condenses into 
earth, while another part remains on the surface. Under the 
action of heat, exhalations rise and, according to their degree 
of lightness, form surrounding spheres of air and of the ether 
where the stars are, the most intelligent living things and those 
most capable of a perfect movement. The seed also contains 
in itself all the seminal reasons, or laws of organization, of 
all living things, so that every individual is a “‘ total mixture ”’ 
of its whole pedigree. After a fixed period, the living thing 
in its turn becomes capable of producing the seed of a new 
being like itself; and so, too, after a “‘ great year,” when the 
stars have returned to their original conjunctions, the world 
must be capable of producing a seed from which a new world 
will issue, the exact image and full heir of the old, with the 
same individuals and the same events. For this eternal 
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return there must be a process the inverse of the preceding 
process, a “ pouring out ”’ (vais), which destroys the world 
by taking it back, under the ever-increasing action of the 
internal fire, to the dilated tension of the original fire. In 
this conflagration (exrvpwats), which heralds rebirth, God, or 
Zeus, gathers together his sundered attributes, which are 
manifested symbolically for different regions or in different 
forms by the popular gods, and revives all his ordering power 
in its entirety. 

The law which Zeus, who is reason and providence, gives 
to the world is fate (eiuapueévn), a ““ concatenation of causes,”’ 
such that even departures from the natural order are com- 
prised in the eternal order; for chance is only a word, which 
conceals our ignorance of the real cause.” Yet, in relation to 
a future event, fatality is not absolute. The event is in itself 
a possible contingent; it will fatally become real only if 
no outside circumstance fatally comes to prevent it. It is, 
therefore, merely the result of a coming together of “‘ co-fates.”’ 
So the “‘ inactive argument ” (apyos Adyos) is invalid ; for my 
efforts to preserve or restore my health are written down in 
the general and eternal order of the world just as much as 
their result. One may blame the Stoics for conceiving of the 
‘sympathy ”’ of all things, and their “ blowing together,”’ in 
the same absolutely abstract way as the total mixture, or, 
again, for holding that the best form of relative necessity, or 
of universal determinism, was astrology, of which Poseidonios 
was afterwards the most active preacher.? But in asserting 
the governed interconnexion of things and facts they made a 
revolution. Causal connexion was no longer regarded as the 
logical development of an essence, but the “ consecution,”’ 
contingent in itself, of two stages in the fated development 
of the world—in other words, a real determination and a 
natural law. That particular fatalism, which Chrysippos 
strove, with great subtlety, to distinguish from the necessi- 
tarianism of the Megarics and to oppose to the freedom of the 
Epicureans or Carneades, none the less claimed to preserve the 
spontaneity of will. But this spontaneity was compelled to 
accept what the Cynic Gfnomaos neatly called a “ semi- 
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slavery.” A cylinder, Chrysippos said, is compelled by a blow 
from outside to roll down an incline, but its manner of rolling 
is independent of that compulsion ; it rolls as a cylinder. So, 
too, the internal spontaneity of my own nature is alone a 
‘‘ principal cause ’’ of my actions; in it lies my power of 
determining myself.’ 

The human microcosm, body and soul, is an image of the 
macrocosm. All that can be said of the divinity which is the 
soul of the world must lkewise be said of our soul, which is a 
material ‘‘ breath of a fiery nature,’’ endowed with intelligence. 
As soon as this breath is moistened and then cooled by the 
air blowing on it, it causes a body to be born and live. It 
goes all through the body, having in the heart its own Zeus, 
its “directing principle,” its hegemonicon. This principle, 
rather as Zeus has the gods of the seven planets under him, 
exerts its power by seven special functions—-the five senses, 
speech, and generation. By its “ tension,” the breath of the 
animal’s seminal reason is transmitted to the generative 
organ; the breath of ‘‘ immanent speech’”’ (Aoyos evdtaBeros), 
which the breath of God speaks in the world or in our soul, 
in proportion to their tension, goes to the organs of speech 
and produces ‘“‘ uttered speech”’ (Adyos tpodoptxos); by its 
tension, too, the hegemonicon, like a spider on the watch in 
the centre of her web, provokes the various sensations in the 
appropriate organs.* 

Now, the impression of a “ real thing ’’ (zapyov), passively 
received by the soul as a “ stamp ”’ (Cleanthes, and perhaps 
Zenon), or rather as an “‘ alteration ’’ (Chrysippos), produccs 
a representation (davracia, visum) in the soul, which is, 
in Zenon’s famous comparison, like a wide-open hand. A 
slight contraction of the fingers inwards will now be the 
symbol of the assent (cvyxaraGeots, assensus) given to the 
representation by the directing principle ; by the side of the 
representation, which is a proximate cause and in a sense 
external, and has its own weight and mark, we have a principal 
cause ; by accepting the representation we confer ‘“‘ evidence ”’ 
on it. Then the hand closes altogether on its “capture ”’ ; 
this is comprehension (xardAnVis), and the representation is 
now comprehensive, it is a perception. Lastly, to keep what 
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I have thus apprehended, I can clasp my closed hand in the 
other hand; this is a symbol, not of opinion, the fruit of a 
“weak ’’ assent, but of art and science, ‘‘ systems of com- 
prehensive representations,” the former being empirical and 
directed at an end, while the latter is “sure, firm, and 
irrefutable.” So logical thought has its basis in the sen- 
sations. These are claborated by the hegemonicon by various 
processes, similar to those of which the Epicureans spoke, to 
which one must add a “ rational comparison,”’ i.e. by analogy, 
and they produce naturally, and also by technical educa- 
tion, “common notions” or “ anticipations ’”’ (xowal évvora, 
mpoAnyres) Which, as we see, are very different from abstract 
concepts, which are empty of all reality. Those which are 
natural (€u@uvro:) constitute reason, which all men alike 
possess, but only men. The good employment of this is 
‘right reason’ (op80s Aoyos). In themselves, they are 
notions—whiteness, the good, god, man, etc. But the assent 
which they require is only found in judgements, sometimes 
based on demonstrations—-this is white, good, a man; the 
gods exist.2, The process is the same with the appetitive 
and motive function. The representation of “ something 
fitting ’’ or an end provokes a spontaneous “* motive impulse.” 
If we give it our assent, it becomes a “ motive thought ”’ 
(AoyiKy Opn), Or a judgement which translates desire in 
beings capable of rational activity (apaéis).® 

The part of this physical theory which concerns human 
knowledge is an immediate condition of logic, and allows one 
to describe it briefly. What logic claims to be is a trans- 
lation of the real into words. If, then, we pass over rhetoric, 
which is the art of ‘‘ discoursing well,’’ logic consists essen- 
tially in a dialectic, or science of correct discourse by questions 
and answers, capable of discriminating true and false in 
relation to truth, that is, the real, which is distinguished from 
the true as the corporeal from the incorporeal. The founder 
of Stoic dialectic was Chrysippos, who seems to have wanted 
to follow all the demands of his realistic conception to the end, 
without allowing himself to be deterred by the excesses of 
the most subtle formalism. Whereas Aristotle’s logic was 
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the ‘instrument’ of science, this dialectic is a ‘‘ part”’ of 
philosophy. It treats of the “signified ’’ as well as of the 
‘* signifying’; it is one of the “ virtues’ of the Wise Man. 
It is not enough, therefore, to say that the criterion of truth 
consists in “ comprehensive representation ’’ (Zenon), even 
if we add the “ prenotion”’ derived from it (Chrysippos). 
What matters chiefly, is to find what ‘ perfect enuncia- 
‘tions,’ or enunciations forming a complete sense, that is, 
what judgements and propositions (afiwuara) necessarily, in 
accordance with what has been said above, translate the 
action of one individual body upon another individual body. 
Then, we must find what rational system of such singular 
propositions translates a priori the rational system of the 
world and the “ succession ”’ of its single phases.1_ Nothing 
could be further from the logic of Aristotle. 

Consequently, the most interesting propositions are those 
which, by means of a distinction introduced into a “ simple ”’ 
proposition, show its connexion with another. The various 
types of these connexions must correspond to the real con- 
nexions of things. The connexion of an antecedent and a 
consequent (jyouxevov and Ayov) is a connex or conditional 
proposition (cujuuevoy): “If this man is wounded in the 
heart, he will die.’”’ A cause enunciated by the antece- 
dent is a causal proposition: ‘“‘ He died because he was 
wounded in the heart.’’ The mere co-ordination and dis- 
junction of facts are conjunctive (“ Both ...and.. .’’) 
and disjunctive (“‘ Hither ...or...’’) propositions. . Lastly, 
there is the comparative -relation of more to less. The 
first of these connexions, which the second merely makes 
explicit, especially deserves attention. For in it the relation 
of signification is such that the perceived antecedent is the 
‘‘ revealing sign’ of a “ hidden thing,’’ which however, has 
been, or will be, or could have been an object of experience. 
No doubt, the antecedent being posited, the consequent 
cannot be denied without contradiction. But the logical 
contradiction is here only the expression of a real and fatal 
‘* consecution,”’ that is, one contained from all eternity in 
the rational order of the world. Therefore the consequent 
is not, properly speaking, the result of the antecedent ; both 
are conjointly the results of that universal order, so that a 
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conjunctive proposition might take the place of the con- 
ditional proposition. When organized into a system, these 
propositions will become the theorems of a science or of an 
art—medicine, divination, astrology, etc. 

So, among the innumerable kinds of syllogisms which 
Chrysippos distinguished, only five were at once “‘ formally ” 
sound and “ materially ’’ true, at once demonstrative and 
needing no demonstration, and therefore such that all the 
others must be reduced to them. They are disjunctive and 
chiefly hypothetical syllogisms. If the connexion between two 
terms is one of conditioning and conditioned, the existence 
or non-existence of the one entails that of the other. Con- 
versely, if they are incompatible or alternative, the existence 
or non-existence of the one entails the non-existence or 
existence, respectively, of the other. We must also have 
inference, which draws conclusions from some fact not im- 
mediately sensible, to enrich our knowledge.’ 

In sum, the nominalism and formalism of the logic of the 
Porch are only an appearance, behind which we find the 
naturalistic realism which was already revealed in the trans- 
formation of the Aristotelian categories. But, since they 
regard nature, at bottom, as a reason in action, this natura- 
listic realism can only be pure empiricism. For experience 
is the unceasing creation and expression of reason. The 
role of dialectic, therefore, is to discover the articulations of 
that creation and to enunciate them faithfully. 

The object of morals is similar—to find the natural reason 
in ourselves and to express it in acts. Now, what has made 
us lose our clear vision of it is our passtons. So the Stoics said 
that the passions should be extirpated, that is, torn up by the 
roots. But, whereas Zenon regarded them as merely an 
exaggerated or perverted movement of the motive impulse, 
what Chrysippos chiefly condemned in them was an error of 
judgement, which he put down to the too weak tension of the 
hegemonicon of a reasoning being. ‘“* All the passions,’’ then, 
“are equally wrong’; they allow of degree only in their 
accompaniments or physical consequences. Moreover, since 
the good or evil towards or from which our natural impulse 
drives us is a good or an evil which the agent represents to 
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himself, of which he forms an opinion, either in relation to 
the present or in relation to the future, we can distinguish 
between several kinds of passions. Four will be fundamental 
—pleasure and pain, desire and fear. But beneath these the 
Stoics, who loved subdividing things minutely, recognized 
no less than seventy secondary passions. 

Under the empire of their passions, men (as the Cynics had 
already said) are “‘fools”’ (@avAo, insipientes, stulti).* So, 
conversely, the first virtue of the Wise Man is impasstbility ; 
nothing can afflict him or beat him down. This does not mean 
that he has no active tendencies; far from it. But the 
judgements which he forms in respect of these are the “ strong ”’ 
assentings of a soul which spontaneously ‘‘ stretches ”’ (“‘ ten- 
sion ’’) towards agreement with the rationality immanent in 
nature. Consequently, his good affections, his ‘‘ eupathies,”’ 
are themselves agreements (constantiae); for pleasure he 
substitutes joy, for desire, will, for fear, precaution. So the 
Wise Man is assured of always being the happiest of men, as 
happy in his limited life as eternal Zeus. The fool, on the 
contrary, is always plunged in misfortune. For virtue, by 
itself alone, is sufficient to give happiness. Now, Wisdom 
unites all the virtues in their indivisible mutual consecution, 
and gives soul and “ life’’ to them all. Therefore the Wise 
Man never errs or deceives ; having no needs, he alone is always 
rich ; being delivered from the passions, he alone is free ; he 
alone is beautiful with the supreme beauty of the soul; a 
‘‘ citizen of the world,’’ from which all fools are “‘ banished,” 
he in theory forms a society with all his peers, and therefore 
with the gods themselves ; since he dictates his law to himself, 
he alone is “‘ dictator’ and king.? In sum, the Wise Man is he 
who carries in himself the very reason of nature, and, if he 
seems to be outside nature, it is just because he alone is a 
faithful image of it amid the universal folly. 

This famous paradox is the foundation of all the other 
paradoxes of the Stoics. If progress is unintelligible, it is 
because Wisdom is a complete, absolute perfection, without 
any relativity, particularly to time, and therefore immediate, 
and equal in all Wise Men. Is this not accordance with nature ? 
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Accordance either is or is not; it admits of no more and less. 
If, on the contrary, it is possible to be more or less a fool, 
still one is a fool, and it does not much matter whether you 
are drowned at the bottom of the water or near the surface. 
Therefore, just as “all the virtues are equal,” so all the vices 
are equally vices.} 

For there is an end (réAos) of our activity, immanent in 
it and ultimate. It is a sovereign good, desirable by itself and 
for itself. For it is identical only with the beauty (honestum) 
of our activity at work. That an advantage ensues from it 
for us is certain, just as it is a superiority for a dancer or a 
navigator to do all that his art includes magnificently well, 
even if he gets no profit in addition. Success is related only 
to aiming at a “‘target’’ (cxo7ds). Now, this is something 
outside the modality of the activity, something partly sub- 
ordinate to external factors. A good bowman is the man 
whose activity is in accordance with what is his internal law, 
whether he hit or miss the target. So, for morals, or “ the 
art of living,’ the end is “to live in accordance and con- 
sequently with oneself ’’ (Zenon), or, rather, “in accordance 
with nature ’’ (Cleanthes), taking into account the “ con- 
secutions ’’ which experience teaches us (Chrysippos). Virtue 
is a “‘ disposition ’’ appropriate to that end.? 

But between good and evil, between virtue and vice, there 
is always a middle region, in which are the “ targets ”’ or aims 
and ‘‘ progress.” ‘‘ Indifferent things’ are really indifferent 
only in relation to good and evil. In themselves, they differ. 
Some are absolutely “‘ neutral,’’ such as the fact that you have 
an odd or an even number of hairs on your head. Others are 
‘‘ preferable ’’ or “‘ not preferable ” (aponyseva, aromponypeva, 
producta, reducta). The former are, first, the aims to which 
we are aware of being “‘ naturally appropriate ’’ in virtue of 
our constitution, primary inclinations which, contrary to the 
Epicurean theory, do not aim at pleasure, but get it “in 
addition.”” More generally, they are ‘all that befits” our 
nature or our condition, our proper “functions ”’ (ca@jxovra, 
officia). But these relative preferences cannot be the supreme 
object of a being capable of reasoning about nature and with 
it. He therefore rises to ‘‘ the perfection of suitables, what is 
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fitting ’’; ‘‘ achieving ”’ what was only “‘ sketched,” he creates 
‘ right actions ” (caropQwpara, perfecta officia, rectae actiones).} 

Is it fair to join the opponents of the Stoics in charging 
them with a dual sovereign good, the natural end of our 
inclinations on the one hand and the end of moral righteous- 
ness on the other? The truth is rather that, without leaving 
the domain of nature, the latter is the achievement of the 
former, and the former is a matter to which the other gives, 
in us, rational form. On the other hand, by trying to place 
‘‘ right action ’’ so high that one single right action is enough 
to confer that miraculous Wisdom (whose acknowledged place 
is among mythical things), the Stoics were in danger of sacri- 
ficing, in fact, Wisdom to prudence, “right action ”’ to the 
merely fitting, inward accordance with universal reason to 
wholly external conformity with our “ functions.’’ Now, the 
successors of Chrysippos (Antipatros, at least, for certain) had 
come in the end to define morality as “‘ a reflective, continuous, 
unfailing choice of natural preferables.’’ So its domain was 
henceforward the region of indifferent things. It was not that 
the previous Stoics had completely closed that region to the 
consideration of the Wise Man. But when the Wise Man made 
it the object of his “‘ examination,”’ it was, to the great scandal 
of Ariston, to draw up a body of “ casuistry ”’ for the use of 
the fools, or to establish a “‘ paraenctic ”’ in which they should 
find appropriate ‘advice’ with a view to their various 
‘‘ functions.”’ So, for example, while declaring that fools have 
no more reason for remaining in life than for leaving it, he 
nevertheless determined the cases in which it is least absurd 
for them to leave it voluntarily. For himself, in these matters, 
he does what he thinks good in the sovereignty of his Wisdom ; 
Wisdom sanctifies everything which it decides and makes it a 
‘“‘ right action.”’ If he considers it necessary, the Wise Man 
will turn three somersaults for money, and incest and canni- 
balism will seem indifferent things to him. This was bringing 
in Cynicism by the back door, and adding one more paradox 
to many others. 

The influence of Stoicism was perhaps less general than 
that of Epicureanism, but it was very great. It impressed 
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men by its grandeur of scale, its lordly assurance, and its 
inexhaustible defensive resources. Its very contrasts enabled 
it to satisfy the most different tendencies—pedantry by the 
refinements of its scholastic methods, conservative respect for 
tradition by its opportunism and its skill in giving a philo- 
sophic cloak to a venerable stock of beliefs, and the widest 
religious sentiment by its theological naturalism. It was 
rationalistic and dogmatic, but at the same time very empirical; 
it had room for fate and the independence of the person side 
by side; its ethics combined practical catechism with the 
most paradoxical mysticism. Such a hybrid was bound to 
revert, but by way of eclecticism, to the elements which it 
had by a miracle amalgamated for a moment. But what 
survived was its universalism, and, shorn of the pride of its 
submission to God, its moral mysticism. Cultured souls 
would turn to it for the refuge which those of the simple 
whose aspirations had not been satisfied by Epicureanism 
would seek in Christianity and other religions of salvation. 


CHAPTER IV 
THE NEW ACADEMY 


THE successors of Xenocrates at the head of the Academy 
were Polemon, whose teaching was chiefly concerned with 
morals, and Crates of Athens, with whom Crantor was con- 
nected. Crantor was perhaps the earlicst commentator on 
Plato ; with his famous book On Grief he founded the literary 
form of the “ Consolation,’’ which was afterwards so popular. 
None of these thinkers seems to have departed from the 
Platonic tradition, at least in the form established by Xeno- 
crates. 

But with Arcesilaos of Pitane, who succeeded Crates in 
268-264, the school became, as it is called, a New Academy. 
As against the general dogmatism, it was akin to Scepticism, 
with which, however, it must not be confounded. The fact 
that both sides were at great pains to deny the kinship is 
certainly not enough ground for not accepting it. Moreover, 
when the Sceptics accuse their Academic doubles of being 
hypocritical doubters, who are Dogmatists within the walls of 
their school, their good faith is suspect.1_ But in fact, as we 
shall see, the spirit of the two sects is quite different. 

Arcesilaos had at first studied mathematics with the 
celebrated Autolycos, gone through the school of Theophrastos, 
and known Sceptics and dialecticians of Megara or Eretria, 
at least in their writings. But his moderate and elevated mind 
seems to have been keenly alive to the barrenness of dogmatic 
disputes and the need for finding a better foundation for 
conduct than custom, with which the Sceptics were content, 
or the eloquent exhortations in which the Academy delighted 
at that time. Forgetting Xenocrates, he remembered that 
Plato had exalted the personality and the method of Socrates. 
To Socrates he would return. In the image which he formed 
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of him, critical dialectic and the statement of ignorance held 
the first place, and it was in the same sense that he understood 
the doubt-expressing formulas and mythical expositions of 
Plato. Like Socrates, he wrote nothing, and like him he never 
dogmatized. He asked the opinion of his interlocutors, and 
started a lively conversation with them. Not the authority 
of the master but their own reason should guide them. Even 
his answers were new questions. 

For every opinion has at least two faces. We must, 
therefore, refrain from judging (eox7).1 Whether this 
technical expression is his own or not, he is with the Sceptics 
in the notion. But he differs from them in that he is a dia- 
lectician ; he does not assert, but he discusses. The com- 
prehensive or “ cataleptic’ representation of Zenon and 
Cleanthes (whose contemporary he was) never had a nimbler 
opponent than Arcesilaos. By examples drawn from fact, he 
showed that there are in nature “ indiscernible ’”’ things, that 
there is nothing indisputably evident, nothing which one can 
assert without danger of confusion, that evidence is really 
based on assent, and that therefore, 1f one would not lightly 
accept a suspect evidence, one must be “ acataleptic.”’ Now, 
that consists in examining the reasons for and against, and 
‘* pleading,”’ as in a law-court, for that which you can justify 
by reason to yourself or others (evAoyov), for that which 
‘“ seems to us approvable.” It is in this sense that Arcesilaos 
is a ‘‘ probabilist.””* So Ariston’s witty sally, ‘‘ Plato in 
front, Pyrrhon behind, Diodoros Cronos in the middle,” is 
not a fair description of Arcesilaos. Far from being indifferent 
in the matter of morals, like the pure Sceptic, he seeks by his 
dialectical scepticism to base moral conduct on a positive 
test. For he, like the Stoics, holds that there are “ right 
actions.” 3 But one can only hope to find motives for them, 
not to demonstrate their accordance with an unknowable 
reality. 

Lacydes, who succeeded Arcesilaos in 240 and is the source 
of our knowledge of his ideas, is for that reason the only 
Scholarch of the Academy who deserves mention down to 
Carneades of Cyrene. When Carneades, already renowned, 


1 Cic., Acad., i. 12. 44 ff.; ii. 18. 59; 21, beg.; Sextus, Pyrrh., i, 232, 
® Sext., Math., vii. 150-5; cf. Pyrrh., i. 234. 
3 Sext., Math., vii, 158. 
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went to Rome with the embassy of 156-155, his speech in the 
Senate and, still more, his lectures, in which he showed, in 
succession, the contrary aspects of moral notions, had such a 
dazzling success that the aged Cato hastened the departure 
of a guest who was such a danger to reverence for tradition. 
Unfortunately, Carneades wrote nothing, like Arcesilaos. Only 
in scattered remarks of Cleitomachos, who succeeded him in 
129 and is said to have reflected his views faithfully, do we 
catch a glimpse of the figure of that skilful dialectician. After 
the great attempt of Chrysippos to restore the shaken Porch, 
he succeeded on attacking his opponent with his own weapons, 
and even with his language. While maintaining the critical 
attitude of Arcesilaos in respect of comprehensive representa- 
tion,! he allows the reality of the sentiment of evidence. But 
he wants to determine its internal movements exactly, in 
order to give more guarantees to practice. It is a rope, I 
think, that I see there; it does not move, and therefore 
‘nothing draws my belief in a contrary direction’; but if I 
examine it more carefully, “if I walk round it,” I perceive 
that the rope is a snake.? So it is we ourselves who create 
truth, by successive gropings. Correlatively, the consciousness 
of our liberty means the possibility of our statement about 
such-and-such a future event coinciding with what will really 
happen. 

The “critical’’ interpretation of certitude, a “ prag- 
matistic ’’ conception of moral conduct—that is the last word 
of the New Academy. Therein it is an anticipation of the 
most modern forms of thought. 

1 Cic., Acad., ii. 26. 83 to 28. 90; Sext., Math., vii. 159-64, 401-14. Cf. Cic., 
ibid., 13. 40 ; Plut., Stoic. Rep., 10, 1036 b. 


2 [Bavéy, dmepionacroy, mepwwdevpevorv. Cf. Sext., Pyrrh., i. 227 ff. ; vii. 166-9, 
176, 181 ff. ; Cic., Acad., ii. 11. 35; De Fato, 9. 19; 11, beg. 


BOOK FIVE 
THE DECLINE OF GREEK THOUGHT 


Cuaprer I 


SCIENTIFIC SPECIALIZATION. ECLECTICISM. 
REVIVALS 


AN immense period of nearly four centuries—that is the 
subject of this short chapter. Although much of our evi- 
dence comes from that time, and it saw great progress in 
the sciences, philosophical thought developed little. While 
the sciences became more and more specialized, the natural 
rationality of the old Greek spirit yielded more and more to 
the invasion of Oriental superstitions. It employed what 
vigour was left to it in working over its past achievement, or 
in mixing it all together in an alleged eternal philosophy, 
@ pure negation of the individual efforts of thinkers, or in 
resuscitating it in another form. Certainly, there were still 
remarkable personalities, but they were remarkable chiefly 
for the intensity of their moral sentiment. Greek thought, 
as such, had exhausted its powers of invention. It became 
science, that impersonal thing, or it tended to founder in a 
turmoil of religiosity 

Here we can only mark by a few names the principal 
stages or directions of the scientific movement. In mathe- 
matics, pure and applied (geodesy, optics, mechanics, 
astronomy, etc.), three men shed glory, in different degrees, 
on the Alexandrian age (end of the [Vth century and all the 
Ilird). The chief merit of Euclid, without doubt, is that he 
put in order and systematized the geometry, or rather the kind 
of geometrical algebra, on which others had worked before 
him. Archimedes, certainly a more original and wider genius, 
perfected the ‘‘ exhaustion’ of Eudoxos and extended the 


horizon of mathematical physics. Apollonios of Perge, taking 
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up the work of Euclid, and of Menaechmos and Aristeos 
before him, treated the problem of conic sections-by a method 
curiously similar to our analytical geometry. 

Heron of Alexandria (probably Ist or IInd century after 
Christ) had less breadth of view, but was a careful investi- 
gator of numerical applications and a most ingenious mechanic. 
In the IlIrd century, in Alexandria, Pappos and Diophantos 
were not so much original mathematicians as makers of 
collections, but the latter gives us some information about 
the works which had dealt with the theory of numbers since 
the Pythagoreans. 

After Eudoxos, two astronomers have a place by them- 
selves—aAristarchos of Samos (IIIrd century B.c.), whose 
heliocentric theory, anathematized by the philosophers and 
defended among the specialists by Seleucos (IInd century) 
alone, was to remain in oblivion until Copernicus, and Hip- 
parchos of Nicaea (IInd century), the most accurate of 
ancient observers and the founder of trigonometrical methods. 
In the IInd century of our era, Theon of Smyrna and Claudius 
Ptolemaeus (Ptolemy) merely expounded existing science, the 
latter in the famous encyclopaedia which deals with far more 
things than astronomy and was revered in the Middle Ages 
under its Arabic title of Almagest—7 ueyiorn (rpayuateia), The 
Greatest (Treatise). 

Medicine, which has to interpret facts and has to take so 
many psychological factors into account in practice, remained 
more within the orbit of philosophy. It was divided between 
its sects—the Dogmatists or rationalists, who claimed to 
follow Hippocrates, the Empirics, and the Methodists. The 
antagonism of the two last really began in the Alexandrian 
period with Herophilos of Chalcedon on the one side and 
Erasistratos of Ceos on the other. It developed on the 
occasion of the attacks of the Stoicizing Pneumatics of the 
Ist and IInd centuries of our era (Athenaeos of Attaleia, 
Archigenes, Aretaeos) on the school of Asclepiades, a con- 
temporary of Cicero and an Epicurizing mechanist, whose 
pupil Themison was, in the Ist century, the true father of 
Methodism. Others, much better known, were chiefly com- 
pilers, like Celsus} (Ist century), or eclectics, like Galen of 
Pergamon (IInd century). 

1 Not to be confused with the Platonist of the same name combated by Origen. 
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We should also mention the explorers, whose voyages to 
fabulous lands, by widening the Mediterranean horizon of 
early Greek thought towards the Ocean and towards India, 
perhaps helped to disturb it as much as to enrich it— 
Nearchos, Alexander’s admiral, the extraordinary Pytheas 
of Marseilles, and others. Lastly, Poseidonios and all those 
who have pillaged information from him, the geographer 
Strabo, Pliny the Elder in his stupendous encyclopaedia, 
brought the results of countless attempts to know or make 
use of nature and to represent the shape of the earth 
within the reach of all, not without confusions and dis- 
crepancies. 

In philosophy, the IInd and Ist centuries were the age of 
eclecticism and erudition. In the Academy, after the death 
of Cleitomachos about 110, Philon of Larissa, and still more 
Antiochos of Ascalon (died about 68), to whom Varro and 
Cicero owed so much, gave probabilism a strange twist in the 
direction of dogmatism and, leaving the Epicureans out 
altogether, reconciled Plato with Aristotle, and the Academy, 
thus widened, with the Porch, reducing the most profound 
oppositions to mere differences of vocabulary. So, too, the 
Middle Stoa assumed a Platonic form with Panaetios of 
Rhodes (about 180-110), whose presence, with Polybios, in 
the circle of Serpio Africanus and Laelius was decisive for the 
establishment of philosophy in Rome. It inclined more 
tewards Peripatcticism in Boéthos of Sidon and Poseidonios 
of Apameia (died about 51), the latter of whom, however, 
returned to the orthodox views of the school, especially in 
physics. He was a great traveller, of unrivalled erudition, 
and the second father of doxography, after Theophrastos, 
and he enlarged and modernized Aristotle’s encyclopaedia. 
If we methodically take Cicero, Lucretius, Strabo, Seneca, 
Pliny, and others to pieces, check their information from 
other sources where necessary, and examine the pseudo- 
Aristotelian De Mundo or the book of Cleomedes (IInd 
century after Christ) On Circular Revolutions, we shall, little 
by little, gather together the scattered fragments of the 
immense mass of material which for centuries constituted 
scientific tradition. In morality, as we see from the example 
of Cicero’s De Officiis, which is derived from them, Panaetios 
and Poseidonios completely sacrificed the absolute morality 
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of the early Stoics to the search for the “‘ fitting,”’ through all 
the winding ways of a subtle casuistry. 

Of all the forms then assumed by philosophical syncretism, 
none is more significant than that which was so abundantly 
interpreted by Philon the Jew (first half of the Ist century 
after Christ). In Alexandria Judaism had long ago begun 
to Hellenize, and in the IInd century B.c. the ingenious 
Aristobulos had, in order to combine Greek wisdom with the 
revelations of Jehovah, provided himself with evidence, 
notably by fabricating Orphic poems. Moreover, on the fringe 
of orthodox Judaism, under mysterious Stoic and Pythagorean 
influences, the sects of the Essenes had formed, and those of 
the Therapeutae, who practised the contemplative life. 
Finally, Philon started the method of allegorical interpreta- 
tion, using the rationalistic philosophy of the Greeks, especially 
Platonism and Stoicism, to discover between man and the 
transcendent God ‘“‘ intermediaries ’’ neglected by the exalted 
mysticism of the Therapeutae. Under this God, who is both 
personal and the indeterminate One, there is a whole hierarchy 
of intermediaries—first, the Word or Logos and the Ideas 
which are the patterns of things, with Wisdom below them, 
then the Man of God, or the first Adam, and the Angels 
below him, then the Breath of God, and lastly the Powers, 
by which he places himself still more completely within our 
reach. To transform oneself by asceticism, and especially by 
inward worship, is to raise oneself, “‘ coming out of oneself ”’ 
(“ecstasy ’’’), to the highest intermediary, the Word or 
revelation of God. Now, this seeking in the religious con- 
science, and with a view to’ salvation, of the real principle of 
an explanation of things was a novelty quite alien to Greek 
thought. Born of the mystery religions rather than of 
Judaism, this novelty came to establish itself in Hellenism 
with the increasing diffusion of Eastern cults. 

With eclecticism went that work of compilation and 
exegesis, already mentioned in connexion with our sources, 
which was done by the makers of “‘ manuals’ and the com- 
mentators on Plato and Aristotle. These commentators were 
the keepers of the tradition of the schools. The Peripatetics 
maintained their tradition more faithfully, while the Platonists, 
having a doctrine which was less definitely laid down, were 
naturally inclined to introduce alien elements. .Among these 
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we may mention Potamon, in the middle of the IIIrd century 
of our era, in Alexandria, who is regarded as the father of 
eclectic Platonism, Plutarch of Chaeroneia (about 50-125), 
the Sophists Maximus of Tyre and Apuleius of Madaura in the 
second half of the IInd century, then, rather later, the 
physician Galen, Celsus, whose True Discourse can be partly 
reconstructed from the virulent refutation of it by the Christian 
Origen, Numenios of Apameia, who found Moses at the back 
of Plato, and Albinus and the so-called Alcinoos in their 
expositions of Platonism. All these men either interpret 
Plato in a theosophical spirit, in the smoky light of Oriental 
mysteries, using the allegorical method and overloading it 
with astrology, demonology, and magic, or, at the very least, 
bring him close to Peripateticism, or to Stoicism, or even, 
like the first Apologists, to Christianity. So the way was 
prepared for the Neo-Platonic revival. 

Long before, the Neo-Pythagoreans had claimed to revive 
the secret teaching of Pythagoras. The founder of this sect 
is said to have been P. Nigidius Figulus, a contemporary of 
Cicero. But the most noteworthy, or best known, representa- 
tives of this arithmological mysticism, strongly tinged with 
Platonism and Stoicism, were, in the Ist century after Christ, 
Apollonios of Tyana, whose miraculous personality was set up 
as a rival to that of Jesus in an extraordinary biographical 
romance by Philostratos, and Moderatus of Gades, and, in 
the IInd century, Nicomachos of Gerasa, the author of the 
Arithmetical Introduction. The element of moral asceticism in 
the old Pythagoreans seems to have inspired a little-known 
variety of Cynic Stoicism, founded in Rome, about the same 
time as Neo-Pythagoreanism, by Quintus Sextius and _ his 
son. The Sextian school did not last long. One of its masters 
deserves mention—Sotion of Alexandria, whose teaching had 
a profound influence on the mind of Seneca. Seneca had 
also studied Stoicism with Attalos, and had learned, perhaps 
from him, the noblest moral maxims of the Epicureans. 
These combined influences were what gave its special character 
to the Neo-Stoicism which was started by Seneca. If we leave 
aside the Natural Questions, a mere compilation, he appears 
to be little interested in physics and still less in dialectic ; he 
often shows, not without a certain force, a keen sense of moral 
obligation and of its religious value. Rather later than 
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Seneca, we have L. Annaeus Cornutus, who wrote in Greek, 
and influenced Persius, and Musonius Rufus, who seems to 
have wished to return to the original tradition of Zenon, or 
rather to the purified Cynicism which had been defended by 
Ariston of Chios. But the real greatness of Musonius has been 
eclipsed by Epictetos the Phrygian. The Manual, if not the 
Conversations (Diatribes) collected by Arrian in the school of 
Epictetos at Nicopolis, and the admirable meditations of 
Marcus Aurelius On Himself are works whose content has 
passed through so many intermediaries into the modern mind 
that it will suffice to have mentioned them in their place. 

The lofty sentiment of the spiritual life which we find in 
these last representatives of Stoicism is of religious inspiration. 
But this sentiment comes from a rational conception of the 
universe. That conception, which had been the essential 
element of Greek thought, is more and more effaced with the 
advance, favoured by the Imperial power, of a religious spirit 
which overturns the order of ancient values and, in the service 
of a confused mysticism, uses the vocabulary of the old 
philosophy, emptying it of its meaning. The profound decline 
of philosophical thought was not only seen in the multiplication 
and conjunction of religious cults. There were philosophical 
expressions of it, such as the religious syncretism of the so- 
called Hermes Trismegistos (Thrice Greatest), whose book 
appears to belong to the IIIrd century, or the doctrine of the 
Gnostics, which started at Antioch in the IInd century, spread 
chiefly among the Christians, and was combated by Plotinus 
(Enn., i. 9), whose mysticism, as we shall see, was of quite 
another quality. With its Pleroma and its generations of 
Atons, Gnosis, which claimed to come from Zoroaster, threw 
Greek thought ten centuries back, to the wildest of cosmo- 
gonies. Revelation had put down the endeavour of reason. 


CyuaPpTer II 
PLOTINUS AND THE END OF NEO-PLATONISM 


OF all the attempted revivals of the first centuries of our 
era, only one is of real interest for the history of Greek 
thought, and that is Neo-Platonism, and, indeed, that of 
Plotinus alone. 

From the mystery in which Plotinus deliberately wrapped 
his origins a few indications emerge which give one an idea 
of his personality. When he left Lycopolis, the distant city 
in Central Egypt where he was born, to come to Alexandria, 
he was already twenty-eight years old (232). He had there- 
fore, doubtless had time for personal meditation, and 
aspirations which he wished to define. So, for a long time, 
he looked in vain for the master who should give them a 
direction, until he met Ammonios Saccas. The original 
method of this teacher held him for about ten years, and later 
he was to introduce it, we are told, into his own teaching. 
The progress which he made in philosophy with Ammonios 
inspired him, we should note carefully, with a desire to know 
the philosophy of the Persians and the Indians, and he only 
left him to follow the Emperor Gordian on his disastrous 
expedition (242). 

In Rome, where he settled about 244 after a stay at 
Antioch, and remained almost until his death (270), his 
activity seems to have been that of a philosopher and also of 
@ spiritual director. On a text of Plato, Aristotle, or one 
of their more celebrated commentators, on a Stoic theory, on 
a difficulty raised by a pupil, on fashionable doctrines such 
as the Gnostic philosophy, the Master would utter reflections, 
and the questions or objections put to him served as a 
starting-point for further developments. The rule of his 
thought was adherence to the philosophy of Plato. In it the 
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best tendencies of the past were made explicit, but it needed 
to be made explicit itself and to be cleared of the distortions 
to which it had been subjected. But, in addition to the 
hearers of these philosophical “‘lectures,’’ some of whom 
were notorious opponents, there were “ zealots,’’ men and 
women, Romans and Orientals, who asked Plotinus for a rule 
of life, the perfect observance of which seems to have been 
total renunciation, asceticism, living in a community. 
Children were placed in his guardianship. In the exaltation 
of the spiritual life which he recommended, physicians appear 
to have seen a therapeutic method. His character attracted 
the attention of the Emperor Gallienus and the sympathies 
of the Empress. Lastly, to his followers he seemed to be 
endowed with supernatural intuitions and powers. In short, 
in a tired world in which the place of the old Orphicism had 
been taken by the many beliefs of the East, he was like 
another Pythagoras or Empedocles, but one whose thought 
was stocked with five centuries of dialectical elaboration of 
philosophical concepts. 

The fifty-four treatises of Plotinus reflect the conver- 
sations and discussions of his school. After the Master’s 
death, Porphyry of Tyre (whose real name was Malchos), the 
disciple who, with Amelios (Gentilianus of Etruria), had been 
on the most intimate terms with him, decided to publish 
these writings, in order to prevent an incorrect promulgation 
of his doctrines. But, mstead of arranging them chrono- 
logically in the three periods into which their composition 
had been divided, he arranged them systematically, and, 
as it were, in order of profundity, and moreover, placed 
them, in accordance with the sacred rites of arithmology, 
in six groups of nine treatises each—the Enneads, or Nines. 
At the head of the edition stood a picturesque biography 
of Plotinus. It may be said, summarily, that the first Ennead 
is about the individual, the second and third deal with his 
environment, the sensible world, the fourth raises us to know- 
ledge of Soul, the fifth, to that of Intelligence, and the sixth 
to that of Being and the One. But each treatise, considering 
its special subject from the point of view of the whole system, 
contains at least an outline of the system, which gives 
Plotinus an opportunity to dispose of difficulties which he 
has first discussed. Thus, by a very deft and very vivid 
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critical or dialectical exegesis,1 the reader is gradually taken 
to a higher point of view and is given a suggestion for an 
inward meditation in which the truth is revealed. The 
movement of thought and the force of sentiment are often 
quite irresistible. 

Such a doctrine is hard to translate in terms of the in- 
telligence, when it is separated, for purposes of exposition, 
from the images which are intended to create a sentimental 
attitude in the soul. It transposes all the old conceptions 
of Greek thought to a new plane. When Socrates made 
himself the apostle of “‘ Know thyself,’ he gave to the 
reflective method as its final object (at least, that is what the 
historical development of his philosophy shows), the deter- 
mination of essences and their mutual lmitation. The 
Socratic schools, for all their differences, all set out to draw 
the main lines, with their intersections, of a reality which 
lies outside the subject but is fundamentally identical with 
thought in its purity. It was a humanizing of the old 
naturalism. No doubt, the Stoics had had a livelier and 
clearer sense of the dynamism of life, but it was of a life 
governed according to reason, a life of which the individual 
was only a part. Perhaps the earliest Scepticism was the 
only doctrine before Plotinus which, under the influence of 
Indian ideas, had a glimpse of the liberation of the subject 
as an annihilation of the mind in the indeterminate. But 
this negative position had no religious signification, and, 
consequently, the Sceptic criticism of rationalism aimed only 
at creating a scientific empiricism. Plotinus, on the other 
hand, broke with the tradition of Greek thought. The body 
is a tomb, the sensible world is a cavern or a slough, our 
earthly existence is a fall of the soul—in brief, Plato’s 
Pythagorean Orphicism, his conception of love, all has 
@ new meaning in Plotinus. It is no longer a matter of 
liberating the free gaze of the intelligence, but of restoring 
to the Ego all the wealth of its internal life. Moreover, the 
object of philosophy is not the finite, neither the rational 
nor the empirical finite ; it is a soaring to the infinite. Thus 
the infinite, which for Plato or Aristotle or the Stoics was a 


1 B.g., the criticism of the doctrine of the Categories in Aristotle and in the 
Stoics (#nn., vi. 1), the criticism of the distinction between potentiality and action 
and of the notion of movement in Aristotle (ii. 5), and the interpretation of the 
five kinds of intelligible in Plato’s Sophist (vi. 2, 8-18) 
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sign of unreality or of resistance to the order of reason, 
becomes for Plotinus the fullest and most perfect power of 
the Ego. His dialectic does not seek to define or to con- 
catenate essences, but to make the subject capable of going 
beyond the finite and so realizing absolute unification in 
himself. 

‘* More than once,” Plotinus says, ‘‘ when coming to myself 
out of a sleep of the body, having thus become external to 
everything else but internal to myself, I have perceived a 
marvellous beauty ” (iv. 8. 1, beg.). But this vision, in which 
the fullness of my internal life manifests itself, supposes a 
series of stages. While the diversity of bodily activities is 
translated in my sensible life, I see that they all depend on a 
certain unity which directs them and binds them, my soul. 
The analysis of the powers of my soul reveals a new plurality ; 
while the soul, as it were on its lower side, specifies and 
organizes the diversity of sensible nature, it also directs the 
eye of contemplation upwards at the intelligible. When the 
intelligible, in its turn, is analysed, it is seen to be the correla- 
tion of a simple possibility and an effective act of intellection, 
which is itself a higher power of the soul. But, from a higher 
point of view, I see that all similar correlations are connected 
with one another, and that there is a universal thought which 
is as the substance of intelligible being. ‘“ It is as a plurality 
hat this god (thought) exists in any individual soul, which is 
the very cohesion of that plurality, provided that it does not 
wish to go away from him. When, therefore, it has come 
close to him, and has so become a kind of unity, it asks, ‘ Who, 
then, is the father of this god, he who is single and anterior 
to his plurality, he who is the cause of his being and of the 
multiplicity of his being, he who makes number?’ For 
number is not first, for before two there is one, and two only 
comes second ”’ (v. 1. 5, beg.). It is, therefore, impossible that 
thought, which, like number, is the unity of a multiplicity, 
should be the last term to which the soul aspires, and where, 
its ascension completed, it will find rest. That principle must, 
therefore, be a unity absolutely devoid of all plurality (v. 9. 14). 
These are the regressions, or successive “ reductions,’’ by 
which the Ego at last discovers, under the deposits which 
have accumulated on the top, the truth and purity of its 
being. 
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That is the method for coming at the true, or, what is 
the same thing, for satisfying the aspiration of the soul to the 
divine. Outwardly, it recalls the “ erotic’’ of Plato’s Sym- 
postum. But that “ erotic ’’ was directed at the beautiful, and 
aimed at knowing intelligibles. Plotinus wants to go beyond 
intelligibility. ‘‘ Detachment” (azdocracis), which Plato also 
preached, would not bear all its fruits, if it did not lead to an 
‘‘ ecstasy,” that is, to a state of rapture, which simplifies and 
unifies the soul, liberating it from everything which is limita- 
tion (vi. 9. 10; iv. 8. 1, etc.). It is a state which only a few 
privileged souls can know, and they only as a rare experience. 
‘To that God who has no shape or form, who stands above 
thought and above everything thinkable, I, even I, you must 
know,” says Porphyry, “ have only once come near, so as to 
be one with him, in the sixty-eighth year of my life.’’ As for 
Plotinus, ‘‘ four times, during all the time when I was with 
him, he approached that end in an ineffable act, and not 
merely potentially’ (23). It is no longer a question of 
merely ‘‘ following God”’ or resembling him but of uniting 
with him in love, feeling his much-desired “‘ presence,”’ blend- 
ing with absolute unity. It is not enough to compare 
philosophy to the revelations of the Mysteries, as Plato did ; 
for Plotinus, the mystery itself is the last word of philosophy. 
Plato’s One was certainly the summit of a hierarchy, but it 
was so as being measure and limit ; the One of Plotinus is the 
absence of limit, infinity. 

But it is not enough to show the soul the way to salvation ; 
we must explain its fall, say why there are sensibles, evil, and 
error. This theoretical part of the philosophy is the inverse 
of the other, descent as against ascent. To call this descent 
a ‘procession,’ as Proclos does, is perhaps to misrepresent 
Plotinus’s thought. For the word suggests a progress, a 
cortége. Now, when Plotinus speaks of the onlookers at a 
royal show who are content to have seen the crowd of great 
dignitaries and do not wait for the sovereign to appear (Vv. 5. 8), 
what he is describing is the progress of the soul towards the 
One. But the One, or the “ First,’’ does not need to progress ; 
it is the absolute and the perfect, it lacks nothing, it always 
rests in itself, and it never departs from itself. Nor has every- 
thing else gone away from it, for it is not divided and it is 
present everywhere and always near us. But other things 
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receive the fullness of it m various degrees of imperfection ; 
what we take for the successive moments of a procession are 
the simultaneous degrees of an unequal receptivity (vi. 5. 8). 
For the causality of the One does not go on in time, since it 
is “‘ eternity ”’ (afwy, il. 7. 11), but it is immanent. It is “a 
fullness of power which overflows,’ not like a basin which 
empties, nor like successive waves, but in absolute continuity. 
It is a light or a voice which is seen or heard everywhere, but 
of which an eye or an ear only takes in what it can, although 
none of it is lost. Between emanation and immanence there 
is no preference ; it is only a difference of image. What best 
expresses Plotinus’s sentiment is the comparison of the One 
to the common centre of a number of spheres (vi. 9. 8). What, 
at least, is quite clear, is that things are not enriched by the 
multiplicity of their determinations, for they thus become 
more and more relative and dependent. This is proved by 
the evolution of organic things ; the more they lose sufficiency 
of life, the more numerous and the more differentiated are the 
organs which they need (vi. 7. 9, end). 

By why do things grow more powerless as “ one descends 
into multiplicity ’’ and the proportion of “ otherness” be- 
comes greater (v. 3. 16)? Here a postulate is necessary, to 
confirm the experience of the soul’s journey and of its desire 
to return, namely, that “‘ everything which departs from itself 
grows weaker ”’ (v. 8.1). Besides, one must come out of the 
infinite to be aware of it and to be able to speak of it. For in 
itself it is ‘‘ formless,” like Plato’s “‘ receptacle ”’ or Aristotle’s 
potential intellect, in order-to be all forms. It is, therefore, 
not a unity and not a being; it is the One and ‘“‘ What is. ”’ 
Or rather, it is ‘‘ beyond and above Being,’’ but not in the same 
way as Plato’s Good, for it is also ‘‘ above the Good.” Lastly, 
being thought, but without any relation of object to subject, 
it neither knows itself nor is ignorant of itself. Thus, the 
only way to qualify it is to say what it is not. “ Really it is 
ineffable ’’ (i. 7.1; v. 2. 1, 8. 18, 4. 1, 5.65 vi. 7. 17 and 82, 
9. 3 and 6). If, therefore, we would know something of the 
universal ‘‘ substance,” or, in the language of Plotinus, of the 
fundamental ‘‘ hypostasis,’’ which gives itself substantiality 
(vi. 8. 16), we must seek out and follow its “ traces.’’ Then, 
going backwards along the road which we have already 
followed upwards, we see that there must be “ ranks,’’ some- 
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thing immediately “ after ’’ the One, and then something clse 
—that is, several “‘ hypostases.” 

Only two are necessary—Thought and Soul, which are 
principles, no longer single, but unifying principles, of the 
intelligible world and of the sensible world. ‘Thought, or, 
more exactly, Being ‘‘ enunciating its being ’’ and so thinking 
itself, causes the One to become immediately knowable and 
knowing, in a multiplicity of things, which are corrclatively 
objects and subjects. For every Idea or form is, at the same 
time, an intelligence. The connexion of them all together, 
similar to that uniting the propositions of a science, at once 
constitutes an intelligible universe and a universal mind. 
Everything in it is distinction and fusion together, so 
that “‘ all are each, and each is all’’ (vi. 8. 9); “‘ everything 
in it is transparent, without anything obscure or resistant 

. it is light illuminating light” (v. 8. 4). Soul in its 
turn serves as a middle term between the intelligent intelli- 
gible, from which it proceeds, and sensible and corporcal 
nature, which it produces in accordance with “ seminal 
reasons ’’ which imitate the Ideas. A body is, really, what 
there is material in a soul (iv. 3. 22). Therefore, below the 
two last hypostases, there is nothing but pure multiplicity, 
unorganized and unknowable. Each hypostasis, as we learn 
from the experience of the return, exists there where it is 
possible for the light emanating from the One to be reflected 
upon it. The first mirror of the One is Intelligence, and 
its first image is the Intelligible. Then the light is reflected 
on to Soul, that “ borrowed intelligence,’’ which is as the 
moon to the sun. This last reflection of the One is the world, 
with science, and a whole vast system of souls which, spread 
everywhere, at once separate and united, live in greater or 
less darkness the life of the soul of the world, as citizens 
live the collective life of the city. 

So, after rising from the Ego to the One, I now find the 
Ego once more, and in that Ego the infinite One, if I wish. 
But if I turn from it to determine my own domain and to give 
myself the illusion of independence, then I become only a 
part isolated from its whole, and am truly reduced to slavery 
(vi. 5. 7). My Kgo is in reality an eternal aspect of the One. 
True individualization is not brought about by matter. 
Developing Plato’s thought to its very term, Plotinus re- 
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cognizes the Ideas of individuals themselves, which Ideas are, 
in Thought, refractions of the light of the One. Liberty, then, 
is not a freedom of choice, but, as it were, one of receptivity ; 
it expresses the very necessity which is in the Principle, and 
which only a “shameless pride’”’ (roAua) prevents us from 
obeying. Evil is a consequence both of this pride and of the 
seeds of death which are introduced into becoming by a 
matter which has “fallen from reason,’’ the matter which 
Plotinus compares to a “ decked-out corpse.” This matter 
is very different from that which, in the Intelligible, is like 
** an illuminated essence,’’ and introduces into it, not limita- 
tion, but only distinction (vi. 87; ii. 4. 5). 

What gives the philosophy of Plotinus its incomparable 
charm in our eyes is not only the breath of internal life which 
animates it, but the fact that it deals with the essential 
interests of the modern mind. He constantly makes one 
think of Spinoza, and often of Leibniz. Yet he was very 
much a man of his time. The needs which his meditation 
was intended to answer were those for which satisfaction was 
sought in Epicurean quietism and in the salvationist religions 
which, from every quarter of the East, were spreading over 
the Roman Empire, favoured by the mixture of races, social 
calamities, and growing dread of the morrow. But, on the 
other hand, his meditation looked beyond these immediate 
needs. With startling clearness, it raised a new philosophical 
problem, of which Plato had had an inkling in his theory 
of Love—that of the relation of the individual consciousness 
to the universal mind. So’ Plotinus satisfied the cultivated 
minds of his day in one direction, by adapting the traditional 
notions of Greek philosophy to the religious modalities of con- 
temporary reflection. But he also gave thought a new direction, 
the true sense of which would not be understood till later. 

The genius of Plotinus lay in the intensity of his spiritual 
life. There was nothing like it in later Neo-Platonism. 
His successors only desiccated the Master’s thought and 
organized it into a learned scholastic method. Against the 
Christians they pleaded the cause of rational culture, from 
which they claimed that their religious philosophy was 
derived. They methodically interpreted classical philosophy 
in conformity with their principles. Lastly, on those prin- 
ciples they based a philosophic occultism and-sorcery. 
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Porphyry, for example (died 804), who went through the 
school of the rhetor Longinus before he joined Plotinus, 
was a philologist and professor even more than a philosopher. 
He devoted himself to laying down the orthodoxy of Plotinus’s 
doctrine, but saw in it nothing more than the common philo- 
sophy of Plato and Aristotle. He wrote a History of Philosophy 
of which his Life of Pythagoras is a significant part. He 
commented on all the great dialogues of Plato and on the 
ethics, physics, and theology of Aristotle. He defended the 
latter’s logic against Plotinus’s criticisms in a sort of cate- 
chism of the Categories and especially in his famous Intro- 
duction to the Categories (Eisagoge), the treatise of the “ five 
voices ’’ (genus and species, difference, property and accident), 
which was to provide much of the material of mediaeval 
thought, Arabian or Christian. In another direction, after 
having, in his Philosophy of Oracles and Images of the Gods, 
expounded his conception of mysteries and salvation, and 
elaborated a whole “ theurgical’”’ ritual of purifying magic, 
he then adapted these views to the mysticism of Plotinus, 
and wrote his great work Against the Christians, of which the 
Christians, after a century and a half of polemics, at last 
obtained the destruction. All this part of his work, too, is 
dominated by his moral preoccupations. Thus, if he recom- 
mends abstinence from meat, it is because that ascetical 
practice has an ethical value as a purification. The same is 
true of his interpretation of the poets in his Cave of the 
Nymphs. 

Iamblichos, a pupil of Porphyry, born in Coele-Syria and 
dying about 330, founded what is sometimes called the Syrian 
School. It is characterized by its attempt to maintain, in 
the face of the advance of Christianity, a ghost of rational 
philosophy, and to interpret the cults of the East and Egypt 
symbolically, by its accentuation of practical mysticism, by 
its Pythagorean affinities and love of religious arithmology 
(Theologumena Arithmetica attributed to Iamblichos) as 
against “* common ” mathematics, by its tendency to multiply 
the formal divisions in Plotinus and to organize the degrees 
of the “ procession’’ in triads, and by a systematic alle- 


1 In the IVth century, Macrobios and Favonius Eulogius commented in the 
same spirit on Scipio’s Dream in Cicero’s Republic. It is an interpretation of the 
harmony of the spheres (cf. above, p. 64). 
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gorism in the interpretation of the dialogues of Plato, each of 
which was treated as a sort of word-puzzle, in which you had 
to seek the whole of his philosophy. No doubt, we must not 
judge the philosophers of the school from the childish bio- 
graphies of Eunapios, one of their number. It included 
several clear-minded men. Of Dexippos we have a com- 
mentary on the Categorics. Libanios was an ingenious and 
fertile rhetor.1 The book of Sallustius On the Gods and the 
World describes clearly how Neo-Platonic philosophy can 
serve as a basis for traditional religion. Lastly, the Emperor 
Julian was a man of remarkable intelligence and character, 
whose work deserves attentive study. The so-called ‘‘ Apos- 
tate,’’ who had been forced to be a Christian, hoped to restore 
the Hellenic worships, rejuvenating them with the breath of 
Oriental mysteries, and to regenerate the world by school 
arguments or decrees inspired by philosophy. 

Except for violent popular reactions, such as that to which 
the learned Hypatia, the daughter of the mathematician Theon, 
fell victim in Alexandria in 415, triumphant Christianity 
tended not so much to fight Neo-Platonism as to absorb it and 
to feed its own theology with it. The Bishops Synesios and 
Nemesios (IVth-Vth centuries) are examples of this. Inde- 
pendent philosophy was pent up in the schools of Alexandria 
and Athens. In the latter city, which since the reign of Marcus 
Aurelius had been the official university town, a new school 
was founded, which, through Theodoros of Asine, was con- 
nected with the school of Iamblichos. Close relations existed 
between it and the school of Alexandria. Thus, Hermeias, 
who commentated on the Phaedros, and Domninus, the 
mathematician, were pupils of Syrianos, who was head of the 
School of Athens after its founder, Plutarchos, son of Nestorios. 
Asclepiodotos, the great Alexandrian physician, and Am- 
monios, son of Hermeias, were pupils of Proclos. With him, 
too, were connected Asclepios and the Christian John of 
Alexandria, surnamed Philoponos. Of these last two, and of 
Ammonios, we have useful commentaries on Aristotle. The 
School of Athens lasted about three hundred years, until 529. 
Then Justinian, who had for a long time been pursuing the 


1 We may mention here another Sophist, Themistios (IVth century, second 
half), who made a clear and intelligent paraphrase of the Postertor Analytica, 
Physics, and On the Soul of Aristotle. 
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“* Hellenizers,” that is, the champions of the ancient culture, 
issued the famous Edict which ended its precarious existence. 
Following the example of the masters of the Syriac School of 
St Ephrem at Edessa (middle of the [Vth century), which had 
been closed in 489, the Athenian Damascios the Successor 
(Diadochos) and his fellow-workers, Simplicius of Cilicia, 
Priscian of Lydia, and others, sought a refuge at the court 
of Persia, with a king who befriended philosophers, Chosroés 
Anushirvan. It was to resolve “ difficulties’? which troubled 
that prince that Priscian wrote a short treatise which we have, 
and perhaps also his paraphrase of Theophrastos. Perhaps, 
too, it was under his patronage that Simplicius wrote his 
commentaries on Epictetos and especially on Aristotle, in 
which he displayed the resources of an extensive and in- 
telligent erudition. 

The most illustrious philosopher of the Schoo! of Athens is 
Proclos (Vth century). He was the pupil of Olympiodoros in 
Alexandria and of Plutarchos and Syrianos in Athens, and like 
them he wrote commentaries, especially on Plato. Some have 
been preserved—those on the First Alcibiades, Cratylos, 
Parmenides, Timaeos and Republic.1 He also commented on 
the Elements of Euclid and Ptolemy’s astronomy, and com- 
posed historical manuals, such as his Elements of physics and 
theology. He employed his gifts as a professor in pouring the 
theory of Plotinus into the mould of a metaphysical theogony. 
Things are generated by a sort of spiral descent, and by means 
of a series of triads, in which two terms, one being unity and 
determination and the other plurality and potentiality, give 
birth, by their very opposition, to a third term, which is the 
child of the first two. What Plotinus regarded as the mere 
external articulation of the phases of spiritual life becomes a 
whole history, and philosophical method, as we see, for example, 
in Isidoros of Alexandria, a pupil of Proclos, becomes a code 
of theosophical practices. Lastly, Damascios, in his book 
On the Principles, discovers in the old mythologies of Greece 
and the East, by a dialectical exegesis, a secret foundation, 
which is no other than the eternal truth of which Neo-Platonism 
is the interpreter. 


_ 1! With which we may take the commentaries of the second Olympiodoros on 
the Phaedon, etc.,.and on Aristotle’s Meteorologica, etc. Elias and David, from 
whom we have commentaries on Aristotle, were his pupils. 
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This kind of metaphysics, at once realistic and full of 
confused aspirations, was what Christianity wanted, in order 
to graft a philosophy on to the Revelation. The Latin 
translation of Marius Victorinus, a Christian philosopher, 
introduced Plotinus and Porphyry to St Augustine. The 
writings ascribed to Dionysios the Areopagite, the Divine 
Names, Mystic Theology, Celestial Hierarchy, Ecclesiastical 
Hierarchy, are Christian works of the beginning of the Vith 
century, which gave the men of the Middle Ages, through the 
translation of Johannes Scotus Erigena, the most mystical 
version of Proclos. To these we should add the Book of Causes 
and the Theology, other Neo-Platonic writings wrongly 
ascribed to Aristotle. Lastly, it was from the Neo-Platonic 
tradition that the Middle Ages received their education in 
logic and a part of the science acquired by Graeco-Roman 
antiquity—through Martianus Capella (second half of the Vth 
century), the author of nine books on the Nuptials of Mercury 
and Philology and on the Seven Liberal Arts, an encyclopaedic 
work, and through Boéthius, Theodoric’s minister, who wrote 
a Consolation, imbued with Platonizing Stoicism, an Arithmetic, 
a Music, and commentaries on the Interpretations of Aristotle 
and on the Introduction of Porphyry. 


CONCLUSION 


MoDERN philosophic thought can be fully understood only 
in the light of Mediaeval thought. Now, Mediaeval thought, 
through Cicero and other Latin writers, through the Fathers, 
and through the continuations of Neo-Platonism, took on the 
heritage of Greek thought. For Greek thought had its own 
middle age, which prepared and determined our own Middle 
Ages, and an old age which nevertheless bore within it the 
presage of a revival of speculation. 

But before it undergoes this transformation, truly Hellenic 
thought itself appears as a phase in a whole evolution. It is 
connected with the civilizations of Egypt and Asia by bonds 
which must be estimated impartially, without preconceived 
desire to tighten or relax them. But it is not illegitimate to 
detach it, by abstraction, from the tradition of which it forms 
a part. For it represents for us the first systematization of a 
science and a philosophy. Moreover, both by the way in 
which it made use of its mythical and technical material, 
wherever it may have obtained them originally, and by the 
way in which it afterwards lost its distinctive individuality, 
it very clearly shows well-defined characteristics. 

It is a rational, even a reasoning thought. It is so from 
its historical beginnings, in virtue of its effort to understand 
the order of things and to organize beliefs intelligibly. This is 
a general characteristic, affected by social conditions and 
varying with them. Whether democratic or aristocratic, the 
politics of the Greek city were always the subject of reasoned 
debate. Later, the break-up of the city at once compelled 
the individual to find a more exact consciousness of himself 
and set him face to face with the universe. Then the logical 
tendency of the Greek spirit seems to turn back upon 
itself. The analysis and arrangement of concepts take on an 
independent value, draw a picture of the real a priori, and 


impose on it the abstract form of mathematics or the image 
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of a life ruled by reason. Of the transposition of Orphicism 
to the plane of present life, too, the mystical ideal of Wisdom 
is born. But side by side with this mysticism there still goes, 
as is shown by the example of Socrates, the Cynics, and their 
heirs, an argumentative intellectualism. Thenceforth the 
Greek spirit in philosophy is often made of violent contrasts; 
it is no more afraid of excess of asceticism than of excess of 
dialectical subtlety. It is a miraculous equilibrium. Once 
the intelligence loses the vigour of its sap, the break-down of 
that equilibrium is detrimental to it. To bring that about, an 
offensive movement of Oriental religiosity is sufficient. 

We have seen, in the very first pages of this book, the 
obstacles which check the historian of Greek thought at the 
threshold of many regions of his domain, and the gaps in our 
knowledge have been mentioned in their place. If Plato and 
Aristotle have been discussed at length, it is because in them 
we obtain in full what we have elsewhere to reconstruct 
laboriously. But the work of mcthodical exploration, which 
has shed a new light on the pre-Socratic period, should be 
carried out in other ficlds. A systematic plundering of the 
authors who have the least pretension to philosophic originality 
would lead us to discover many of the pieces missing from our 
mosaic. Lastly, there are periods, the surviving productions 
of which have been too much neglected, when they werc of no 
interest to erudition. This is true of Neo-Platonism after 
Plotinus. Yet it is through it that our thought is connected 
with the true thought of Greece. 
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Panisquité gréco-romaine: exposé sommaire des écoles et des 
principes, Paris, 1924 
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XIX 
xx 


xXxI 
XXII 


XI 


XXIV 


XXV 
XXVI 
XXVII 
XXVUI 
XXIX 
XXX 


XXXI 
XXXII 
XXX 


XXXIV 
XXXV 


XXXVa 


A Oorpus Medicorum (Greek and Latin) is being published by H. Dizzs, 


J. Inpere, G. He~merion, J. Mmwaupt, M. Weuimanyn, Fr 


Marx, etc. (Leipzig, 


1908, etc.). There is an edition of Hippocrates by Lirrr&, with a French trans., 


10 vols., 1839-61, and one of Galen by Kuun, 20 vols., 1821-31. 


6. Histories or Sproran Novrions anp or Parts oF PHILOSOPHY 


Krisoxe (August B.), Die theologischen Lehren der griechtachen Denker : 
eine Priifung der Darstellung Ciceros, Gdttingen, 1840 


RoupE (Erwin), Psyche: Seelenkult und Unsterblichkettsglaube der 
Griechen (1894), 4th ed., Freiburg i. Br., 1907. [Eng. trans. 
from the 3rd ed., by W. B. Hiuwis, Psyche: the cult of souls and 
belief in smmortality among the Greeks, London, 1925] 


Drerneicx (Albrecht), Nekyia, Leipzig, 1893 (anastatic repr., 1913) 


XXXVI 


XXXVII 


XXZXVUI 


384 BIBLIOGRAPHY 
HEtnzz (Max), Die Lehre vom Logos in der griechischen Philosophie, 
Oldenburg, 1872 


Diets (Hermann), Elementum: eine Vorarbett zum griech. und latein. 
Thesaurus, Leipzig, 1899 


BaEUMKER (Cl.), Das Problem der Materie in der griechischen Philosophie : 
eine historisch-kritische Untersuchung, Minster, 1890 


Rivaup (A.), Le Probléme du devenir et la notion de la matiére dane la 
atid ie grecque, depuis les origines jusqu’ a Théophraste, 
aris, 1906 


HrrzxL (Rudolf), Themis, Diké, und Verwandtes: ein Beitrag zur 
Geschichte der Rechtsidee bei den Griechen, Leipzig, 1907 


Harrison (Jane E.), Themis: a study of the soctal ortgins of Greek 
religion, Cambridge, 1912 


RouvE (Erwin), Der griechische Roman (1876), 3rd ed , Leipzig, 1914 
H1rzeL (Rudolf), Der Dialog, 2 vols., Leipzig, 1896 


Prantw (C.), Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande: i. Die Entwicklung 
der Logik im Altertum, Leipzig, 1855 (repr.) 


Wonpt (Max), Geschichte der griechischen Ethtk, 2 vols., Leipzig, 1908-11 


Barker (Ernest), Greek Political Theory: Plato and hia predecessors, 
London, 1917 


TREveR (A. A.), A History of Greek Economic Thought, Chicago, 1915 


Brunscnrvice (L.), Le Progrés de la conscience dans la philosophte 
occidentale, 2 vols., Paris, 1927 


7. CoLLECTIONS oF Essays ON Various SUBJECTS 
Bourrovux (Emile), Etudes @histoire de la philosophie, Paris, 1897 


BrocuaRp (Victor), Etudes de philosophie ancienne et de philosophie 
moderne, collected by V. DELBos, Paris, 1912 


Natorp (Paul), Forschungen zur Geschichte des Erkenntmsproblema im 
Altertum, etc., Berlin, 1884 


TEICHMUELLER (Gustav), Studien zur Geschichte der Begriffe, Berlin, 1874 
—— Neue Studien zur Geach. der Begr., 2 vols., Gotha, 1876-79 


—— Jiterarische Fehden im IV. Jahrhundert v. Chr., 2 vols., Breslau, 
1881-84 


Roptgr (G.), Etudes de philosophie grecque, Paris, 1926 


XXXIX 


xL 


XLI 


XLIT 


XLII 


XLIV 
XLV 
XLVI 


XLVII 
XLVI 


XLIX 


La 


LI 


LII 


LOY 
LIV 
LV 


LVI 
LVIa 


8. ORGANIZATION OF SCHOOLS AND SoctaL Posrrron oF PHILOSOPHERS 


Zumet (C. G.), Uber den Bestand der Philosophenschulen in Athen und 
die Sukzession der Scholarchen (Abh. der Akademie der Wissens- 
chaften zu Berlin, 1842), Berlin, 1843 (cf. LVI, LX, LXIII) 


Usenek (Hermann), Organisation der wissenschaftlichen Arbeit bei den 
Griechen (Preuss. Jahrb., liii, or Kleine Schriften), 1884 


Diets (Hermann), Uber die dltesten Philosophenschulen (Philosophische 
Aufsdize Ed. Zeller gewidmet, pp. 239-60), Leipzig, 1887 


Pouanb (Friedrich), Geschichte des griechischen Vereinswesens, Leipzig, 
1909 


LVI 


LVITI 


LIX 


LX 
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II. SOURCES 


At present the best and most complete collection of texts is Teubner’s 
Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum, Leipzig. Only a few philosophic 
texts have as yet appeared in the Collection des Universités de France. publiée sous 
le patronage de l’ Association Guillaume Budé (with French translations) and in the 
Oxford Scriptorum classicorum bibliotheca Oxoniensis. Certain volumes of Didot’s 
Greek collection (with Latin translations) are still useful. This series includes 
MuLiaoH, Fragmenta Philosophorum Graecorum, 3 vols., 1860, 1867, 1881, a mediocre 
collection, very much out of date, the last two vols. of which may, however, be 
useful. The most important editions of the chief philosophers and collections of 
texts and testimonies will be mentioned in their place. Here one may mention 
only the following :— 


Poetarum philosophorum fragmenta, ed. by H. Diets (in WILAMOWITZ- 
Mc@LLENDORF?F’S Poetarum Graecarum fragmenta, no. iii, pt. 1) 
(Xenophanes, Parmenides, Empedocles, Timon, Crates, etc., 
with critical or explanatory notes and collected testimonies), 

Berlin, 1901 LxXI 


Diets (Hermann), Doxographi Graeci, Berlin, 1879 (the capital work 
for the critical study of the sources of the history of Greek 
philosophy; the ‘* Prolegomena,”’ 263 pp., are especially 
important) Lx 


WILAMOWITZ-Ma@LLENDORFF (Ulrich von), Antigonos von Karystos 
(lives of Pyrrhon, Timon, Polemon, Crates, Arcesilaos, Mene- 
demos, Zenon, extracted from Diogenes Laértios), with: i. Die 
Philosophenschulen und die Politik; ii. Die rechtliche Stellung 
der Philosophenschulen (Kigss~ina and WiLamowitz, Philol. 


Untersuch., no. 4), Berlin, 1881 L&I 
JacoBy (Felix), Apollodors Chronik: eine Sammlung der Fragmente 
(same collection, no. 16), Berlin, 1903 LXIV 


Coset’s very defective edition of Diogenes Laértios in the Didot collection 
has already been improved by all who, in special treatises, have published extracts 
from the work (e.g., LXI, LXIV, LXVIII, LEXVIII, CXLVI, CXLVIM, CL); bk. iti 
(Plato) was published separately at Basel in 1907. A new edition by P. von der 
MUBLL is in course of preparation (cf. below, §11). 

There is a very good edition of Stobaeos by WacHsMUTH and HENSE in 5 vols., 
1884-1912 (cf. LXII). 


Ill. SPECIAL BIBLIOGRAPHY 


1. OrIGINS 

Mazon (Paul), Héstode, Les Travaux et les jours ; nouvelle édition (with 

commentary), Paris, 1914 LXV 
Kern (Otto), Orphicorum fragmenta, Berlin, 1922 LXVI 
DrcHaRME (Paul), La Critique des traditions religieuses chez les Grecs, 

des origines au temps de Plutarque, Paris, 1904 LXVII 
CHIAPPELLI (Aless.), L’ Oriente ¢ le origini della filosofia greca (Archiv f. 

Gesch. d. Philos., 1916) LXVila 
Rry (Abel), Coup d’atk sur la mathématique égyptienne (Rev. de Synth. 

hist., 1926) LXVIIb 


See also XI, bk. i, ch. 2; XLM, bk. i, bk. ii, ch. 10; LEVI, ch. 66 to 73a. 
[Marr (A. W.), Hestod . . . done into English prose, Oxford, 1908.] 
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2. Pre-Sooratic PHILOSOPHERS 


A. General Works 3 
Diets (Hermann), Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, in Greek and 


German (1903), 3rd ed., 2 vols., Berlin, 1912 ; 4th ed., 1923 ® LXV 
Kranz (Walther), Wortindex (to the above), Berlin, 1923 . LXIX 
TanNERY (Paul), Pour Thistowe de la sctence helléne, de Thales a 

Em~pédocle,®? Paris, 1887 LXX 


Burnet (John), Early Greek Philosophy, (1892), 4th ed., London, 1920. 
French trans. by A. Rrymonp, L’ Aurore de la philosophie grecque, 


Paris, 1919 ¢ LXXI 
GOEBEL (H.), Die vorsokratische Philosophie, Bonn, 1910 LXXII 
Dirks (Aug.), Le Cycle mystique, Paris, 1909 LXXIII 


See also especially IZ; XI; XII, pp. 1-101; KX; XXIV; XXX; XLO, bk. ii; 
LIX. 
B. Special Studies 


TANNERY (Paul), Une Nouvelle Hypothése sur Anaximandre (Archiv fir 
Gesch. d. Philosophie, viii, pp. 443 ff.), 1895 LXXIV 
Dizis (Hermann), Uber Anaximanders Kosmos (tbid., x, pp. 228 ff.), 1897 LXXV 


HeErmpeL (William A.), Anazimander’s Book: the earliest known geo- 
graphical treatise (Proceedings of the American Academy of Arts 
and Sciences, lvi, 239-88), Boston, 1921 LXXVI 


See also Il, i, pp. 253-331; XI, bk. i, ch.1; LIV; LIX; LXI, 1-2; LEVI, ch. 1-3. 


Devatte (Arm.), Etudes sur la littérature pythagoricienne (Bibl. de 
I’ Ecole des Htes. Ktudes Sciences histor. et phil., no. 217), Paris, 1915 LXXVI 


—— La Vie de Pythagore, de Diogéne Laérce, critical ed. with intro- 


duction and commentary, Brussels, 1922 LXXVIlI 
—— Essai sur la politique pythagoricrenne (Bibl. de la Fac. de Philosophie 

et lettres de 1 Univ. de Liége), Liége and Paris, 1922 LXXIX 
Mxavtis (G.), Recherches sur le pythagorisme, Neufchatel, 1922 LXXIXa 
Frank (Erich), Plato und die sogenannten Pythagorder, Halle, 1923 LXXIxXb 
Rosraani (A.), Zt Verbo di Pitagora, Turin, 1924 LXXIXc 


See also II, i, pp. 361-617; XI, bk. i, ch 3-6; XXI; KXXIV, ch. 3; LXVIIL 
ch. 4-10, 13-17, 32-45 


Dregs (Hermann), Heraklettos von Hphesos, 2nd ed., Berlin, 1909 LXXX 
Boprero (Em.), Hraclito, Turin, 1912 LXXXI 


1 T have also made use of the unpublished lectures of a course by 0. Hamelin. 

2 A. Testimonies; B. Fragments; C. Imitations. Only the fragments are 
translated, except those in the Appendix (66-83). In the 3rd ed., which I have 
used, the critical apparatus and notes are at the foot of the page, and the pagination 
of the 2nd ed. is indicated in the margin. Vol. ii, pt. 2, contains two Pn ices (of 
authors quoted and of proper names). It should be used together with LXH, 
Doxographi Graeci. 

3 Trans. of fragments and testimonies in an Appendix. 

4 With trans. of the frags. and of parts of the iczban aly: My references are 
to the 2nd ed., 1908. The French translation is from the 2nd ed., but with 
corrections made by the author, 
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Macountoro (V.), Hraclito, Bari, 1922 LEXXIT 
See also II, ii, pp. 623-750; XI, bk. i, ch.1; LV; LXVIL, ch. 12 and 52. 


Drmts (Hermann), Parmenides Lehrgedicht, Greek and German, with 


introduction and commentary, Berlin, 1897 LXXXIII 
UNTERSTEINER (M.), Parmenide (with a trans. of the testimonies and 
fragments), Turin, 1925 LXXXIMa 


See also II, i, pp. 617-782; XI, bk. i, ch. 1-3; KXI: XXXIV, ch. 9 A; 
LIZ; LXVI, 2-3; LXVIII, ch. 11, 18-20 


Brpxz (J.), La Biographie d Empédocle (Travaux publiés par la Fac. de 


Philosophie et lettres de V Univ. de Gand), 1894 LXXXIV 
MILLERD (Miss), On the Interpretation of Empedocles, Chicago, 1908 LXXXV 
BIGNONE (Ettore), Empedocle : studio critico ; traduzione e commentario 

delle testumonianze e det frammenti, Turin, 1916 LXXXVI 


See also II, ii, pp. 750-837 ; XI, bk. ii, ch. 5; LXI, 5; LEVI, ch. 21; XCIII. 


Hame.in (0.), La Pesanteur de Vatome dans le systéme de Démocrite 
(Annales de la Fac. des Lettres de 1 Univ. de Bordeauz, N.S., v, 


pp. 194 ff.), 1888 LXXXVII 
Natore (P.), Die Hthika des Demokritos: Text und Untersuchungen, 

Marburg, 1893 LXXXVIII 
Dyrorr (A.), Demokritstudien, Munich, 1899 LXXXIX 


See also I, ii, pp. 837-967; XI, bk. iii, ch. 2 and 4; XII, pp. 193-201; XXXV, 
ch. 12; LIT; LIT; LXVIII, ch. 54-65. 


For Anaxagoras, see Il, ii, pp. 968-1031 ; XI, bk. ii, ch. 4; LXVIII, ch. 46. 


3. EoLEcTICS AND SOPHISTS 


A. The Eclectic Physicists 


Krause (Ernst), Diogenes von Apollonia (Beilage zum Jahresb. d. 
Gymnas. zu Ginesen), Posen, 1908-9 xc 


See also II, i, pp. 332-61, ii, pp. 1031-8 ; XI, bk. iii, ch. 3 ; LEVIMI, ch. 26, 50-1, 53. 


B. The Sophists 


Gomrerz (Heinrich), Sophistik und Rhetorik: das Bildungstdeal des 
ed Adve in seinem Verhdlinis zur Philosophie des V. Jahrhun- 
derts, Leipzig, 1912 XCI 


Arnim (H. von), Sophistik, Rhetortk, und Philosophie in threm Kampfe 
um die Jugendsbildung (introduction to Leben und Werke des 


Dion von Prusa, Berlin, 1898) Xcll 
Drets (Hermann), Gorgias und Empedokles (Sttzungsb. d. Akad. d. 
Wiss. zu Berlin, 1884, 1, pp. 343 ff.) XCUI 
See also I, ii, pp. 1038-1164 ; XI, bk. iii, ch. 4-8; LIZ; LIZ; LXVIV, ch. 73b-83 
4. SooraTES 
Founuwts (Alfred), La Philosophie de Socrate, 2 vols., Paris, 1874 XCIV 


Jot (Carl), Der echte und der xenophontische Sokrates, 3 vols., Berlin, 
1901-3 XCV 


Tayzor (Alfred E.), Varta Socratica, 1st Series, Oxford, 1911 xCcVI 
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Mazer (Heinrich), Sokrates : sein werk und seine geschichtliche Stellung, 
Tubingen, 1913 xcvil 


See also III, pp. 44-232 ; XI, bk. iv, ch. 3-5; La; LI; LIZ; above, p. 156, nn. 1-2. 


5. Meaarics, Cynics, CyRENAIOS, ETC. 


There are editions of the fragments of Antisthenes by A. W. WINCKELMANN, 
Zurich, 1842, of Crates (LXI, 10), and of Teles by O. Hensx, Freiburg i. Br., 1889. 


DuEMMLER (Ferd.), Antisthentca, Berlin, 1882 xXcVIIZ 
GEFFoKEN (J.), Kyntka und Verwandtes, Heidelberg, 1909 xcix 
GILLESPIE (C. M.), On the Megarians (Archiv. f. Gesch. d. Philosophie, 

xxiv, 218 ff.), 1911 C 
—— The Logic of Antisthenes (sbid., xxvi, 479 ; xxvii, 17), 1913 cI 
Rovier (G.), Conjecture sur le sens de la morale d’ Antisthéne (Année 

philosophique, xvi), 1906 CI 
—— Note sur la politique d’ Antisthéne (ibid., xxii), 911 CII 


See also III, pp. 232-388; V, pp. 791-804; XI, bk. iv, ch. 6-9; LVIa; LXIII; 
XC; XCV; XCVI; CVIL iii; CXM, ii, ch 18; CXV, ch. 1 and 8. 


6. PLato 
A. Writings ! 


There is a very gee edition of the text by J. Burnet, in Bibl. Oxon. Complete 
edition, with introduction and notes in Latin, by G. StaLtLBaum (Teubner, 1821, 
etc.), many volumes of which have since been revised. There are several im- 
portant editions of single works: Phaedon by Burnet, Oxford, 1911; Republic 
by B. Jowert and Lewis CAMPBELL, 3 vols., Oxford, 1894, and especially b 
J. ApDaM, 2 vols., London, 1902; Theaetetos by L. CampBELu, 2nd ed., Oxford, 
1883 ; Sophist by O. APELT, Stallbaum’s collection, 1897; Sophist and Statesman 
by L. CampBe.LL, 1867; Philebos by R. G. Bury, Cambridge, 1897; Timaeos 
by T. H. Marrin (text, trans., comm.), 2 vols., Paris, 1841, and by A. E. TayLor, 
Oxford, 1928; Laws by E. B. ENaLanp, London, 1921; Letters by Ernst Howa.p, 
Zurich, 1923. 

Pending the completion of the Plato in the Collection Budé (so far published : 
i. Hipp. Mt., Alcib., Apol., Euthyphr., Criton, by M. CroisetT; ii. Hipp. Ma., 
Charm., Laches, Lysis, by A. CroiseT ; iii. Protag., Gorg., Menon, by A. CROISET ; 
iv. 1. Phaedon, by L. Rosin; viii. Parmen., Theaet., Soph., by A. Dibs; x. Tim., 
Critias, by A. Rivaup; xiii. 1. Letters, by J. Sourtys), there are ony two 
complete French translations, by Victor Cousin (12 vols., 1822-40), and by A. 
SarsseT and E. Cxavuver (Bibl. Charpentier, 10 vols., 1869, etc.). [The Dialogues, 
translated into English with analyses and introduction, by B. Jowxrt, 5 vols., 3rd 
ed., Oxford, 1925.] 


Ast (Friedrich), Lexicon Platonicum, 3 vols., 1835-38 (anastatic repr., 


Berlin, 1908) 2 OIV 
Auuine (H.), Histoire du texte de Platon (Bibl. de? Ecole des Htes. étudea, 
Sc. histor. et philol., no. 218), Paris, 1915 CV 


B. Works on Plato 
Fourtiéer (Alfred), La Philosophie de Platon (1869), 2nd ed., 4 vols., 


Paris, 1888-89 CVI 
Grote (George), Plato and the other Companions of Sokrates (1865), 3rd 
ed., 3 vols., London, 1875. [New ed., 4 vols., London, 1885] CVI 


1 It has become traditional to refer to Plato’s text by the pages (subdivided 
from A to E) of Henri Estienne’s ed., Paris, 1578. 

2 In 1909 Burnet and L. Campbell drew up the plan of a new lexicon, more 
complete and more methodical. 
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LuTOsLAWSsKI (Wincenty), The Origin and Growth of Plato’s Logic, with 
an account of Plato’s style and of the chronology of his writings 


(1897), 2nd ed., London, 1905 © CVI 
Natorp (Paul), Platons Ideenlehre (1903), 2nd ed., Leipzig, 1921 CIx 
RaEDER (Hans), Platons philosophische Entwicklung, Leipzig, 1905 1 CX 
Ritter (Constantin), Platon, 2 vols., Munich, 1910-23 CXI 
WriaMowiTz-M@LLENDORFF (Ulrich von), Platon (1919), 2 vols., 3rd 

ed., Berlin, 1920 CXII 
ZELLER (Eduard), Platonische Studien (Laws, Parmenides, Aristotle's 

account of Plato’s doctrine), Tibingen, 1839 CXIII 


Bonttz (H.), Platonische Studien (Gorgias, Theaetetos, Sophist, Euthy- 
demos, Laches, Euthyphron, Charmides, Protagoras, Phaedros, 


Phaedon), 3rd ed., Berlin, 1886 CXIV 
DUEMMLER (Ferdinand), Akademika, Giessen, 1889 CXV 
Hautvy (Elie), La Théorie platonictenne des sciences, Paris, 1896 CXVI 


Roprer (G.), Remarques sur le Philébe (Rev. des Etudes anciennes), 1900 CXVII 
—— Les Mathématiques et la Diavectique dans le systéme de Platon 











(Archiv. f. Gesch. d. Philos., xv, 479 ff.), 1902 CXVITI 

L’ Evolution de la Dialectique de Platon (Année philos., xvi), 1905 CXIX 
Suorry (Paul), The Unity of Plato’s Thought (Chicago Decennial 

Publications, vol. vi), 1903 CXixXa 
Rosin (Léon), La Théorie platonicienne des Idées et des Nombres d’aprés 

Aristote : étude historique et critique, Paris, 1908 CXX 

La Théorie platonicienne de ? Amour, Paris, 1908 CXXI 
Etudes sur la signification et la place de la physique dans la philo- 

sophie de Platon (Rev. Philos., ti, 1918), Paris, 1919 CXXIT 

Morse (Paul Elmer), Platonism, Princeton, 1917 CXXITI 
Sovurtuh (J.), La Notion platonicienne d intermédiaire dans la philosophie 

des Dialogues, Paris, 1919 CXXIV 

Taytor (A. E.), Plato, London, 1926 CXXV 


See also III, pp. 389-982 ; XI, bk. v; KXI; KXIII-XXV;‘KXX; XXXIV ch. 4; 
XXXV, ch. 13; XLU, bk. iii, pt. 1; XLVI; XLIX; L; La; LI; LIV; LVI; 
LVIa; LXXIXb; above, p. 184 n. 1. 


7. IMMEDIATE DISCIPLES OF PLATO 
Ravaisson (F.), Speusippi de primis rerum principits placita, Paris, 1838 CXXVI 
Lana (P.), De Speusippi Acad. scriptis ; accedunt fragm., Bonn, 1911 CXXVII 
H1nzeE (Rich.), Xenokrates : eine Darstellung der Lehre und Sammlung 


der Fragmente, Leipzig, 1892 _ OXXVITI 
Voss (Otto), De Heraclidis Pontici vita et scriptis, Rostock, 1897 | CXXIX 
TANNERY (Paul), Pseudonymes antiques (Rev. des Et. gr., x), 1897 CXxx 
—— Sur Hérachide du Pont (ibid., xii), 1899 CXXXI 


See also III, pp. 982-1049; XI, bk. vi, ch. 1; XXIV, ch. 16 and 18; XXXIV, 
oh. 4; LXXIXb; CXX. 


1 Very useful for an introduction to the study of Plato’s philosophy. 
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8. ARISTOTLE 
A. Writings 


The standard edition of the works of Aristotle is the ‘‘ Berlin Academy ” 
edition of Immanuel BrExxer, in 5 quarto vols., 1831-70.1_ Vol. iii contains the 
ancient Latin translations. Vol. iv, a collection of extracts from the Greek com- 
mentators by C. A. Brannis, did the greatest service before the complete publication, 
under the auspices of the Berlin Academy, from 1882 onwards, of 51 commentaries 
(in 23 vols.). Vol. v (1870) contains, in addition to Hermann Bonrrz’s admirable 
Index Aristotelicus, the Catalogues and Fragments, edited by Valentin Rosk (2nd 
ed., more complete, Teubner, 1886). A Supplementum Aristotelicum (3 vols., 
1885-93) contains the Constitution of Athens, four important treatises by Alexander 
of Aphrodisias (De Anima cum mantissa, De Fato, De Mizxtione, Quaestiones et 
solutiones), two by Priscian of Lydia (Metaphrasis in Theophrastum and his replies 
to the questions of Chosroés), Anonymus Londiniensis (extracts from Menon’s 
larpixa), etc. 

Editions of single works, with commentaries: Metaphysics, by H. Bonitz, 
1848-49; by W. D. Ross, 2 vols., Oxford, 1924; bks. i-iii, with French trans., 
by G. Cotxz, Louvain and Paris, 1912-22 ; Organon by Th. Warrz, 2 vols., 1844-46 ; 
De Anima by TRENDELENBURG, (1833), 2nd ed. by BELomr, 1877; by WaLLace 
(introd., Eng. trans., notes), 1892; by G. RopiEr (trans. and comm.), 1900; 
by R. D. Hicks, 1907; Meteorologica by J. L. IpEER, 2 vols, 1834-36; Nicomachean 
Ethics by A. Grant, 2 vols., 2nd ed., 1885; by Srrwarr, 2 vols., 2nd ed., 1892 ; 
by J. Burner, 1900; Politics by Newman, 4 vols., 1887-92, etc.; Physics, bk. ii 
(trans and comm.), by O. Hametrn, 1907; bks. i-iv, by H. Carreron (text and 
trans.), Coll. Budé, 1926. G. Roprer has annotated Nic. Hth., x (1897). Lastly, 
one must mention TRENDELENBURG’S excellent Hlementa logices Aristoteleae (1836 ; 
eee 1892), a collection of the essential logical texts, with trans. and comm. 

tin. 

BagTHtteimy Satnt-Hriarre’s French trans. merits no confidence. A good 
English trans., edited by J. A. SmirH and W. D. Ross, is in course of publication 
at Oxford ; it still lacks the Organon, Physics, De Anima, Problems. 


B. Works on Aristotle 
Ravalsson (Félix), Hssat sur la Métaphysique d’ Artstote, 2 vols., Paris, 


1837-46 (repr., 1913) CXXxII 
Hameuin (Octave), Le Systéme d Aristote (without his morals” and 

politics), published by I.. Rosin, Paris, 1920 CXXxXII 
Prat (Cl.), Aristote, Paris, 1903 CXXXIV 
Ross (W. D.), Aristotle, London, 1923 CXXxXIVa 
JazaRR (Werner), Aristoteles: Grundlegung einer Geschichte seiner 

Entwicklung, Berlin, 1923 CXXXIVb 
WERNER (C.), Aristote et Pidéalisme platonicten, Paris, 1910 CXXXIVe 
Marer (Heinrich), Die Syllogistik des Arietoteles, 2 pts., Tibingen, 

1896-1900 CXXXV 
Mansion (A.), Introduction & la physique d’Artstote, Louvain and 

Paris, 1913 CXXXVI 
O1Lt-LaPruns (L.), La Morale d Aristote, Paris, 1881 CXXXVII 





1 The pagination of this edition, with the column (a, b) and the number of 
the line, is given in the margin of later partial editions. 

SA seeker) Hamelin on La Morale @ Aristote has been published by L. Dugas 
in the Rev. de Métaphysique, 1923, pp. 497 ff. 
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Derovugny (M.), Aristote : théorie économique et politique sociale (Annales 


del’ Inst. supér. de Philos., iii), Louvain, 1914 CXXXVIII 
—— Aristote et Véducation (ibid., iv), Louvain, 1919 CXXXIX 
Povucuet (G.), La Biologie aristotdlique, Paris, 1885 CXL 


See also IV, pp. 1-806; - XI, bk. vi, ch. 2-38; XXIV, ch. 16-17; XXV; XXX; 
XXXIV, ch. 5; XXXV, ch. 11, 14-16; XLU, bk. iii, pt. 2; L; La; LI; LIV; LV; 
LVIa; LVIII; CXX; CXXIII; above, p. 258, n. 2. 


9. ImmEDIATE DiscIPLES oF ARISTOTLE 


The Characters of Theophrastos has been translated into French and published 
by O. Navarre in the Coll. Budé. Wimmer has edited the botanical books and 
fragments (3 vols., Teubner); cf. UXIL, 3. (Characters, ed. and trans. by R. C. 
JEBB, new ed. by Sanpys, London, 1909; Enquiry into Plants, trans. by Sir 
A. Horr, 2 vols., London, 1916.] 

Fragments of Eudemos by L. Spenazx, 1870. 

For Aristoxenos, see LKVITI, ch. 45 D. 


RopiEr (G.), La Physique de Straton de Lampsaque, Paris, 1891 CXLI 
Diets (Hermann), Uber das phystkalische System des Siratons (Sitzungsb. 
d. Preuss. Akad. d. W., 1893, pp. 101-27) CXLITI 


Latoy (L.), Aristoxéne de Tarente et la musique de lantiquité, Paris, 1904 CXLIIa 
See also IV, pp. 806-921; XI, iii, bk. vi, ch. 41-3; LXXIXb. 


10. Tar Sorprics 


BrocwHakD (Victor), Les Sceptiques grecs, Paris, 1887 (repr., 1923) CXLITI 
GOEDECKEMEYER (A), Die Geschichte des griechischen Skeptizismue, 
Leipzig, 1905 CXLIV 


Briar (E.), Le Mot vonrdv et Sextus Empiricus. Pour Vhistoire du 
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See also V, pp. 494-507; VI, pp. 1-82; LIII; LXMI; CLVII. 


1l. Tae EricurEans 


Usener (Hermann), Epicurea, Leipzig, 1887 (anastatic repr.) CXLVI 


This important work, containing a collection of the fragments of Epicuros and 
the testimonies, should be supplemented by the Gnomologium Vaticanum, published 
by Works (Wiener Studien, x, 1888), and by various papyrological fragments, 
particularly Oxyrrhynch. Pap., 215 (1899; cf. H. Drews, in Sitzungsb. d. Preuss. 
Akad. d. W., 1916). New eds. of the three letters,! kvpiar défar, and Gnomologium 
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Fragments of Metrodoros by A. Kors (Teubner). 
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The most important philosophic fragments of Philodemos have been collected 


by T. Gomprrz (Leipzig, 1865-6) ; cf. LXII, 4. His treatise On the Gods has been 
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1 Translated by O. Hamelin (Rev. de Métaph. et de mor., xxiii, 1910; reprinted, 
Paris; with the xvpiar détar, by A. Ernout, Lucr. Comment., i, pp. lix fi. 
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3 vols., Cambridge, 1886; C. Grussani (text with notes), 3 vols., Turin, 1896-8 ; 
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and L. Robin (comm. alone, without text), 3 vols., Paris, (i) 1925, (ii) 1926, (iii) 
1928 ; Index Lucretianus by J. Pautson, Goteborg, 1904. 
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See also V, pp. 373-494, 565-72 ; La; LIZ; LOI; CLXVHI; above, p. 334, n. 3. 


12. Earty StToicism 


ARNIM (H. von), Stoicorum veterum fragmenta, 4 vols., Leipzig, 1903-6, 
1924, i. Introd. on the sources (45 pp.) and fragments of Zenon, 
Ariston, Herillos, Cleanthes, Sphaeros; ii. Chrysippos, logical 
and physical fragments; iii. Chrysippos, moral fragments, and 
frags. of Diogenes of Babylon, Antipatros of Tarsos, ete. ; 
iv. Indices (Greek words, Latin words, proper names, sources), 
by Maximilian ADLER (PrEaRson’s The Fragments of Zeno and 
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Ravalisson (F.), Essai sur le Stoictsme (Acad. des Inscr. et belles-lettres, 

xxi, pt. i, 94 pp.), Paris, 1857 CLIV 
OGEREAU (V.), Hssai sur le systéme philosophique des Stoiciens, Paris, 1885 CLV 
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Bréarer (B.), La Théorie des Incorporels dans lancien Stoicisme, 
Paris, 1908 CLXI 
CLXII 


Chrysippe, Paris, 1910 
See also V, pp. 27-373 ; La; LIZ; LVIa; LXIIZ; CLXVIII. 





13. Taz New AcaDEMY 
Creparo (L.), Lo Scettictsmo degli Academics, 2 vols., Milan, 1889-93 CLXITI 


Arnim (H. von), Arkesilaos, Karneades (in I) CLXIV 
aaa also Il, pp. 1045-9; V, pp. 507-46, 609-41; LXIIT; XCM; CXLII; 


1 First’ vol. of the edition of Lucretius, very important for the study of 
Epicuros, 
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14. Mippize SrToicism 


Scumexey (A.), Die Philosophie der mitileren Stoa tn threm geschicht- 


lichen Zusammenhange, Berlin, 1892 CLXV 
ReinHarvt (C.), Posidonios, Munich, 1921 CLXVI 
HEINEMANN (J.), Posidonios : Metaphys. Schriften, i, Breslau, 1921 CLXVII 


See also V, pp. 572-609 ; CLXVIII. 


15. EcLeoticism. CIoERO 


There are very good editions of several philosophical works of Cicero: De 
Finibus by Mapvie (Latin comm.), 3rd ed., 1876; bks. i-ii by J. S. Rip, 1924 ; 
De Natura Deorum by J. B. Mayor (English), 3 vols., 1880-5; De Divinatione 
by A. S. Prase (4 nos. published by the University of Illinois, 1920, 3) ; Academics, 
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HirzeL (Rudolf), Untersuchungen zu Ciceros philosophischen Schriften 
(i. De Nat. deor.; ii. De Fin., De Off.; iii. Acad., Tusc.), 3 vols., 
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16. PHILON THE JEW 
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1896 ff. German trans., in progress, by Conn. Text and trans. of the Commentary 
on the Holy Laws by EB. Bréurer (in Hemmer and Lesay’s Textes ef documents 
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17. Nso-PyrHacoreans, Sextrans, Nzo-Sroios, Ecotecric PLAaTONISsTs 


See VI, pp. 92-175; V, pp. 699-706 ; V, 706-91; VI, pp. 175-261. 


18. NEO-PLATONISTS AND GNOSTIOCS 


Editions of Plotinus by R. VotkmMann (Teubner) and H. F. MULuer (Weidmann). 
German trans. by MULLER, 2 vols., 1878-80. Indifferent French trans. by M. N. 
BoviLuet, 3 vols., 1857-61. [Eng. trans. by 8S. McKenna, in progress, London, 
1917, etc.] The Coll. Budé has so far published 4 vols. (the first four Enneads) 
of the new ed. with trans. by E. Br&urEr. 


Sruon (Jules), Histoire de V école d’ Alexandrie, 2 vols., Paris, 1843-45 CLXXI 
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Paris, 1846-51 CLXXII 
Warrraxer (Thomas), The Neoplatonists (1901), 2nd ed., Cambridge,1918 CLXXIII 
KiRouner (Carl H.), Die Philosophie dea Plotin, Halle, 1854 CLEXIV 
RicuteEr (A.), Neuplatonische Studien, 5 pts., Halle, 1864-67 COLZXV 


INGE (William R.), The Philosophy of Plotinus, 2 vols., London, 1918 CLXXVI 
Arnou (R.), Le Désir de Dieu dans la philosophie de Plotin, Paris, 1921 CLXXVII 
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HEINEMANN (Fr.), Plotin, Leipzig, 1921 CLXXVIOI 
Brguier (E.), La Philosophie de Plotin (Rev. des Cours et conférences, 

23rd year, 1st and 2nd series), 1922 CLXXIX 
Biprz (J.), Vie de Porphyre, le philosophe néoplatonicien (Travaux de la 

Fac. de Philos. et lettres de L’Univ. de Gand, xliii), 1913 CLXXX 


Sricumaye (J.), Der Neuplatoniker Proklus als Vorlage des sogenannten 
Dionysius Areopagsta in der Lehre vom Bésen (Philologus, liv), 1895 CLXXXI 


Ruxiis (C. E.), Le Phtlosophe Damascius: études sur sa vie e sea 
écrite, Paris, 186) CLEXZXT 


Faye (E. de), Introduction a Vhistoire du Gnostictame, Paris, 1903 CLXXXia 





Gnostiques et Gnosticiame, 2nd ed., Paris, 1925 CLEXXIb 


See also VI, pp. 468-519 (Neo-Platonism before Plotinus), 520-687 (Plotinus), 
687-735 (Porphyry), 735-73 (Iamblichos), 834-90 (Proclos)}; XII, pp. 449-86 ; 
La; LVIa. 
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ABBREVIATIONS : 
Arstot.= Aristotle ; 
Epic.= Epicurean ; 


Abd. = Abdera ; 
Cyn. == Cynic ; 


Acad.= Academy ; 
Cyren.=Cyrenaic ; 
Heraclt. = Heracleitos ; 


Anaxg.= Anaxagoras ; 
Emped.= Empedocles ; 
math.= mathematics; Meg.= Megaric; 


Mil.=School of Miletos; N.=Neo, New; Perip.=Peripatetic ; Phil. Philosophy ; 


Plat.=later Platonist ; 
Soph.=Sophist ; Sto.=Stoic. 


A 


AsaRis the Hyperboreian, 50, 237 

Abdera, school of, 112-21; atoms, 113-17, 
119-20 ; psychology, 119-20 ; physics, 
118-9; influence on Epic., 115, 121, 
329; on Plato, 231, 235; see also 
Democritos, Hecataeos, Leucippos 

Abstinence, see Prohibitions 

Academy Platonists: Old, 10, 175, 177, 
236-9, 244, 317, 358; New, 10, 317, 
320, 342, 344, 358-60, 363; see also 
Neo-Platonists 

Accident (cuufS_eSnxéds), 250-1 

Acragas, 51, 98-9 

Act, action, activity, actual (évépyeca, 
mpags), and potentiality, power 
(dtvauis): Plato, 207; Arstot., 
260-2, 278, 285-8, 293, 297-8, 302-7; 
Plot., 369 n., 370-1 

Aous1iaos, Genealogies, 28 

Acusmatics, 55-6, 65-6, 69 

AprImManTos, bro. of Plato, 150, 174 

Aprasteta, Necessity, 28 

Aigina, Plato at, 175 

AENESIDEMOS of Cnossos, Scep., 319-22 

f£ons, Gnostic, 366 

AGSCHINES : (i) orator, 135; (ii) Socratic, 
152, 161 

Aesop, 21 

Atrios, Perip., 11-12 

AcatHon, poet, 135, 141, 186 

Agriculture, 112, 132 

Aarirpa, Scep., 319-21 

Aumss, Calculator’s Handbook, 31 

Ausinvs, Plat., 9, 365 

Alchemists, 125 

AvorsiapEs, Athenian, 153, 156, 188 

Auorpamas, Soph., 137 

Avornoos, so-called, Plat, 365 

Atomazon of Croton, physician, 65-6, 90, 
108-9, 248 


Plot.= Plotinus ; 
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Pyth.= Pythagorean; Scep.=Sceptic ; 


ALEXANDER: (i) the Great, K. of Mace- 
don, 241, 313, 315-16; (ii) of Aphro- 
disias, Perip., 9, 307 n. 2, 344; (iii) 
Polyhistor, 14, 47 

Alexandria, 13-14, 242-3, 313, 
364-5, 367, 376 

ALEXINOS, Meg., 163 

Algebra, 361 

egory, method of, 364-5, 375-6 

Amarinivs (C.), Epic., 325 

AMEINIAS, 84 

AMETPSIAS, poet, 149 n. 2 

AMELIOS, GENTILIANUS of Etruria, N. 
Plat.. 368 

Ammonios: (i) 8. of Hermeias, N. Plat., 
9, 376; (ii) Saccas, Plat., 367 

Amynvas, K. of Macedon, 240 

ANACHABSIS, Sage, 21 

ANAXAGORAS of Clazomenae, 98, 104, 112, 
122-8; influence, 130-1, 15], 158, 
190, 218 

ANAXAROHOS of Abdera, Scep., 315-16 

ANaxmmanpDros, Mil., 39-43, 50, 64, 83, 
89-90 

ANAXIMENES: (i) of Lampsacos, rhetor, 
259; (ii) Mil., 43-6, 64, 89-90, 122, 
130-1 

ANDBONICOS of Rhodes, Perip., 242-3, 304 

ANNIcERIS, Cyren., 170, 172 

Anonymvus: (i) Londiniensis, 66 n.; 
(ii) Menagii, 243 

sue ts a prenotion (rpddnyis), 327, 


361-2, 


ANTIGONOS: (i) Gonatas, K. of Macedon, 
+ ; (ii) of Carystos, physician, 16, 


Antilogy, 140-4, 150, 158 
Antioch, Gnostics in, 366 
Antiocuos of Ascalon, Plat., 10, 317, 344, 


363 
Antrpatros: (i) Cyren., 170; (ii) of 
Tarsos, Sto., 343, 356 
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AntTrenon of Rhamnus, Soph., 136, 139 
142-4 

ANTISTHENES: (i) Cyn., 137, 152, 166, 
165-9, 173, 314; (ii) succession- 
writer, 14 

Antonius DioGEnzES, romancer, 47-8 

AnytTos, politician, 153 

A peiron (dretpor), see Infinite, Limit 

APELLICON of Teos, Perip., 241-2 

APHRODITE: in Plato, 187; 
under Love 

APOLLO, see Delphi; Apollinism, 53 

APpoLLoporos: (i) of Athens, chronicles, 
14-15, 35, 84-5, 343; (ii) Epic., 12; 
(iii) of Seleuceia, Sto., 343; (iv) 
Socratic, 152 

APOLLONIOS: (i) Cronos of Cyrene, 164 ; 
(ii) of Perge, math., 361-2; (iii) of 
Rhodes, 28; (iv) of Tyre, Sto., 14; 
(v) of Tyana, N. Pyth., 47, 365 

Aporia (dropla), difficulty, 184, 247 

APULEIUS of Madaura, Plat., 365 

Arabs, phil., 243, 362, 375 

Axratos of Soli, Sto., 236, 342-3 

ARCESILAOS of Pitane, N. Acad., 15, 317, 
358-9 

ARCHEDEMOS of Tarsos, Sto., 343 

ARoHELAOS of Athens, 122, 131, 157 

ARCHIGENES, physician, 362 

ARCHIMEDES, math., 361 

Axrcurpros, Pyth., 51-2 

Arcaytas, Pyth., 48-50, 52, 175-6 

ARETAEOS, physician, 362 

Agetse Cyren., 169 

Areté (apern), see Virtue 

Argos logos (dpyés déyos), inactive argu- 
ment, 165, 349 

Arnros DipyMos, grammarian, 11 

ARISTAEOS, math., 362 

ARISTARCHOS, (i) of Samos, astronomer, 
362; (ii) Sto., 343 

AristTeas of Proconnesos, healer, 50 

ARIstippos, Cyren.: (i) Elder, 152, 169- 
73; (ii) Metrodidaktos, 169-70 

ARISTOBULOS, Perip., 364 

ARISTOCLES of Messana, 9, 316 

Ariston of Chios, Sto., 343-5, 356, 359 

ARISTOPHANES: (i) of Byzantion, gram- 
marian, 13, 177; (ii) poet, 135, 
142-3, 148-51, 159, 186, 199 

ARISTOTLE, 240-308; (i) life, 236, 240-1, 
244; (ii) writings, 9, 246, 258-60, 
268, 276-7, 292-3, 304-5; N. Plat. 
writings ascribed to, 378; (iii) (1) 
education, programme of studies, 
245; (2) logic, 246-58; (3) poetic 
sciences, 245, 258-9; (4) practical 
sciences, 245, 259-76; morals, 259- 
68 ; pleasure, happiness, 261-2, 267 ; 
mean, 265-6; politics, 259, 268-76 ; 
(5) theoretical sciences, 245, 276-308 ; 
math., 245-6, 276; first phil., theo- 
logy, Being, 245-6, 304-8; God, 246, 


see also 
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261, 267, 307; second phil., 245-6; 
ph sics, 245-6, 277-87; cosmology, 
82, 287-92 ; biology, 292-7 : peaches 

logy, soul, 261-2, 265, 281, 293-4, 
297-304; on Abd., Democritos, 7, 
112-13, 115-16; on Acad., 238; on 
Anaxg., 124, 126; on Cyn., 166, 168 ; 
on Cyren., 170; on Diogenes Apoll., 
130; on Eastern wisdom, 30; on 
Elea, 82, 87, 91-2, 96-7; on Emped., 
98, 105 n. 2, 107; on Eudoxos, 169 ; 
on knowledge, 207; on Meg., 148, 
163-4; on Olympian gods, 86 ; on 
Orphic cosmogony, 28; on other 
philosophers, 7-8; on physicists, 
early, 28, 33, 35-41, 126, 131; on 
Plato, 7, 177-8, 186 n., 209-13, 215, 
226, 228; on Pyth., 49, 51, 56-8, 
67-8 ; on Socrates, 156-60 ; on Soph., 
131, 134-7, 139, 145; on Third Man, 
208 ; influence, 308-9, 327, 333, 363 ; 
commentaries on, 8-9, 375-8 

ARISTOXENOS of Taras, Perip., 30, 48-9, 
51-2, 67, 149, 309-10, 314 

Arithmetic, arithmology, see Numbers 

Arnosius, Christian, 10 

ARRIAN, historian, 366 

Art: Soph., 143; Plato, 186, 193-4, 219- 
20; Arstot., 245, 262, 265 n. 2, 286 ; 
Epic., 334; Sto., 351, 353; see also 
Crafts 

Asceticism (doxnots): Socrates, 149, 160, 
173; Cyn., 166-9, 173; Plato, 182, 
188, 233, 236; Epic., 339-40; Sto, 
345; late, 364-5; N. Plat., 368, 375 

ASOLEPIADES: (i) of Eretria, Socratic, 
162 ; (ii) physician, 362 

AscLerroporos, N. Plat., physician, 376 

ASCLEPIOS, 376 

Asia: Epic. in, 324; see also Kast 

Aspasios, Perip., 9 

Assent (cvyxarddeots), 350, 354 

Association of ideas, 189, 302-3 

Assos, Platonic circle, 240 

Astrology: Eastern, 32; Thales, 36; 
Plato, 197-8, 204, 230; Acad., 237; 
Arstot., 288-9, 307-8 ; Sto., 349, 353 ; 
late, 365 

Astronomy: Boeotia, 26; East, 30-2; 
Mil., 35-6, 39-40, 45; Pyth., 53, 
63-5; Heraclt., 72; Elea, 83, 89-90; 
Emped., 105-6; Abd., 118-19; An- 
axg., 126-7; Vth cent., 132 ; Socrates 
(Clouds), 149; Plato, 193, 195, 197-8, 
204, 212, 223-5, 227-8; Acad., 236-8 ; 
Arstot., 276-7, 282-3, 287-91, 307; 
Perip., 309, 311; Epic., 329; late, 
362, 377 

Ataraxia, 318, 320, 336 

Atheists 170, 172-3 

ATHENAEOS: (i) grammarian, 10; (ii) of 
Attaleia, physician, 362 

Athens: treatment of philosophers, 122 ; 


INDEX 


change of ideas, 131-2; ancient, as 
ideal, 221, 234; School of, 376-7 

Atlantis, 221-2 

Atomism: Pyth., 63, 67, 237; Emped., 
102; Abd., 112-21, 231, 280; 
Anaxg., 123-7; Meg., 163, 215; 
Plato not an Atomist, 215, 231; 
Heracleides Pont., 237; Arstot., 280; 
Epic., 329-32 

Attalids, 241 

AtraLos: (i) I, K. of Pergamon, 15; (ii) 
Sto., 365 

Artiovus (T. Pomponius), 325 

Attribution, see Judgement 

Avaustrng, St., 10, 378 

eee (Marcus), Emp. of Rome, 366, 
37 

AUTOLYCOS, math., 358 


B 
Babylonia, Chaldaea, science, 29-31, 36, 
277 


Bad, evil, 228, 232-3, 290, 374 

Beautiful, beauty, 180, 182, 185-7,192-3, 
219, 224, 354 

Becoming, coming into being: Thales, 
36-7; Heraclt., 72-5, 185; Parmen- 
ides, 87; Emped., 101-3; Abd., 113, 
116; Anaxg., 122-5; Soph., 145-6; 
Meg., 164 ; Plato, 185, 191, 204, 220, 
223-7; see also Change, Generation 

Being and Not-being: general specula- 
tions, 129, 131; Elea, 83, 85-9, 95-7, 
1138; Emped., 100-1; Abd., 113-14, 
116; Anaxg., 123-4; Soph., 146-7; 
Meg., 163; Plato, 209, 211, 215-18, 
223-4, 230-1, 251; Speusippos, 238 ; 
Arstot., 248, 251, 304-7; Plot., 372-3; 
Coming into Being, see Becoming ; 
see also Ontology 

Bras of Priene, Sage, 21-2 

Bibliographers, 13-14 

Biographies, 15-16 

Biology: Anaximandros, 42; Alcmaeon, 
66; Parmenides, 90; Emped., 102, 
105-8; Anaxg., 127; Hippon, 129; 
Diogenes Apoll., 130; Socrates 
(Clouds), 149; Plato 231; Arstot., 
292-7; Epic., 332-3; Sto., 347-8; 
Plot., 372; see also Life 

Bron of the Borysthenes, Cyn., 166, 
172 n. 2 

Buass (Friedr.), on Plato, 178 

Body, see Corporeal; animal, 66-9, 
293-5; cdua-ojua, 53, 67, 182, 310, 
369 

Boeotia, 25-7 

Bo#ruivus, Roman minister, 9, 248, 378 

Boiruos of Sidon, Sto., 343, 363 

Book of the Dead, 29 

Botany, 106-7, 204-5, 309 
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Breath, see Pneuma 
Brotinos, Pyth., 52, 65 n. 4 
Brutus (M. Junius), 325 
Bryson, Meg., 208 n., 315 


C 


CaLLIcLys, in Plato, 138, 142, 182 

CALLIMACHOS of Cyrene, poet, 13, 15, 
243 

CaLLipPos of Cyzicos, astronomer, 289 

CALLISTHENES, 241, 244, 276 

CaMPBELL (Lewis), 178 

CaPpELLA (Martianus), encyclopedist, 378 

CarnEADES of Cyrene, N. Acad., 343, 349, 
359-60 

Cassius (C.), 325 

Casuistry, 356, 364 

Catane, 51 

Categories: Plato, 206, 228; Arstot., 246, 
248-53, 282-3, 369 n., 375-6; Sto., 
345-6, 353; N. Plat., 369 n., 375-6 

Cato (M. Porcius), Censor, 360 

Cause: Abd., 116; Anaxg., 124-5; 
Plato, 218-19, 223-5; Arstot., 254-8, 
284-7, 290-1; Scep., 320-2: Epic., 
331; Sto., 349-50, 352; Plot., 372; 
see also Finalism, Principle 

Crpss, Pyth., 52, 67, 152, 190 

Czeisus: (i) Plat., 10, 362 n., 365; (ii) 
physician, 362 

CzNnsoRINUS, doxographer, 12 

Crerorpas, Cyn., 166 

Creroops, Pyth., 52 

CHAEREPHON, friend of Socrates, 151 

CHautcrpios, Plat., 9, 233 

Chaldaea, see Babylonia 

Chance, Fortune: Emped., 104-5, 107; 
Abd., 117-18; Anaxg., 125; Plato, 
223; Arstot., 290; Epic., 330-1, 
333, 340; Sto., 348-9 

Change, 37, 87, 278-9, 282-6, and see 
Becoming 

Cxaos, 26, 28, 37, 41, 104 

CHARMIDES, 150, 174 

CHaronpas, lawgiver, 51 

Chemistry, 227, 202 

CuiLon of Lacedaemon, Sage, 21 

China, 31 

Cuosroks I ANuSHIRVAN K. of Persia, 
377 

Christianity : rise, 325, 357; early phil., 
378 ; and Cyn., 167 ; and Euhemeros, 
173; and Plat., N. Plat., 365, 374-6, 
378; and Gnosticism, 366; and 
Syrian School, 375; evidence on 
Greek phil, 10; on influence of 
Kast, 30; primary city, 234; see 
also Mediaeval thought 

Chronologies, 14-15 

Cronos, 27-8 
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Carysrppos of Soli, Sto., 342-4, 347, 
349-53, 355 

CarHonta, see under Earth 

Cicero (M. Tullius), 9-10, 12, 242, 316-17, 
326, 340, 342, 344, 363, 375 n. 

Circle, argument in, 321 

Citizen of the world (xocporoXirns), 169, 
172, 354 

Classes in Plato’s State, 196, 200-2, 234 

CLEANTHES of Assos, Sto., 342, 344, 350, 
355 

CLEARCHOS, Perip., 49 

Cierias, Pyth., 52 

Cuierromacnos, N. Acad., 12, 360 

CLEMENT of Alexandria, Christian, 10, 
27, 30 

Cie0BvL0s of Lindos, Sage, 21 

CLEOMEDES, Sto., 363 

CieomeEnss ITI, K. of Sparta, 343 

Cnidos, medical school, 132 

CoLotes, Epic., 340 

Commonplaces, 139-40 

Comprehensive representation, xardAnyus, 
350-1, 359-60 

Condensation and rarefaction, 44-5, 63, 
72, 113, 130-1, 281, 291, 349 

Conduct, see Morals 

Conflagration, universal, 73, 349 

Conic sections, 362 

Consolation, literary form, 358 

Contingency, contingent, 263, 285, 290, 
302, 331, 333; contingent future, 
253, 333 

Continuity, 93-7, 279 

Contradiction, 76, 86, 91-2, 165, 185, 217, 
252-4, 283 

Contraries, 41-3, 73-5, 78, 212, 282-3; life 
a harmony of, 66 ; sensation, thought, 
76, 298-301 ; logical, 251-3 

Convention v. nature, 114, 119, 143, 150, 
169, 171, 223, 273, 317, 327, and see 
Law, Nature 

CoRAx, rhetor, 99 

Corisoos, Acad., 241 

Cornoutus (L. Annaeus), N. Sto., 366 

Corporeal and incorporeal, bodies: Pyth., 
88; Elea, 88, 197; Abd., 113-14; 
Plato, 212, 227; Epic., 329; Sto., 
345-8, 351; Plot., 373 

Cos, medical school, 132, and see Hippo- 
crates 

Cosmology : early cosmogonies, 24-30, 40, 
309; Mil, 36-46; Pyth, 62-5; 
Heraclt., 72-3; Parmenides, 89-90 ; 
Emped., 104-6; Abd., 117; Anaxg., 
125-7; Vth cent., 129-31; Plato, 
191, 197-8, 222-32; Acad., 226, 238; 
Arstot., 287-91; Epic., 329-31; Sto., 
346-9 ; late cosmogonies, 366, 377 

Crafts: specialization, 132-3; Cyren. and 
manual, 170; Soph., 136-7, 143; 
Plato, 195, 214, 220; Epic., 334; 
see also Art 
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Crantor, Acad., 15, 226, 358 

Cratms: (i) of Athens, Aoad., 15, 358; 
(ii) of Mallos, Sto., 343; (iii) of 
Thebes, Cyn., 166, 341 

CratyLos, master of Plato, 76, 174 

Crete: Minoan civilization, 24, 35; as 
ideal state, 199 ; Orphic tablets, 53 n 

Criterion, 321, 327-8, 333-4, 352, and see 
Truth 

Crrrias, Athenian, 135-7, 150, 174, 221 

CrrroLaos, Perip., 343 

Carron, Athenian, 152, 154 

Croxsus, K. of Lydia, 35 

Cronos, 26, 222 

Croton: medicine, 47, 65, 1382; Pyth. at, 
50-1 

ulvasutras, 32 
‘ycles, cosmic, 42, 72-3, 103-5, 348-9, 

and see Year, Great 

Cyrton of Croton, 51 

Cynic School, 165-9, 314, 343-4, 356, 365-6 

Cyrpris, see under Love 

Cyrene: phil. school, 169-73, 314, 323, 
335, 340, 343; medical school, 132; 
Plato at, 175 


D 


Daemon: of Socrates, 154-5; love, 
daemonic man, 186; guiding, 198, 
232 

Damascios Diadochos, N. Plat., 29, 377 

Davip, commentator, 377 n. 

Death, immortality: Pyth, 66-9; 
Heraclt., 77; Plato, 188-91, 197, 
204, 231; Arstot., 267, 293; Epic., 


326, 331-2; «see also Soul (trans- 
migration) 
Decad, Ten, 58, 60, 69, 211 


Definition, 140, 157-8, 249-50 


’ Delphi, Apollo, 21, 65, 151, 244 


Demetrios: (i) Cyn., 167; (ii) of Laconia, 
Epic., 328, 340 ; (iii) of Phaleron, 13, 
170, 242 

Demiurge, 27, 194, 222, 224-31, 347 

DEMOCEDES, physician, 65 n. 3 

Demooritos, Abd., 13, 30-1, 112-13, 115, 
118-20; Arstot. on, 7, 248, 305, 308 ; 
influence, 158, 170, 315, 320, 323, 
327, 330, 333 ; for hie philosophy, see 
also Abdera 

Demonax, Cyn., 167 

Demonology, 365 

Demonstration, 248, 254-8 

Descartes (René), 88, 134, 160 

Desires: Arstot., 262-5, 204, 301-2, 307; 
Epic , 337; Sto., 354 

Determinism, see Fate 

Drxreros, N. Plat., 9, 376 

Dracoras of Melos, 144 : 

Dialectio: Elea, 80, 92, 99, 134, 146, 158, 

. 208; Soph. 133-4, 140-1, 146-7; 
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Socrates, 158-9; Menedemos, 162; 
Meg., 163-5; Plato, 185, 187, 194-6, 
200, 203, 209, 213-16, 220, 222; 
Arstot., 246-8, 256; Sto., 344-5, 
351-3; N. Acad., 359-60; Plot., 369 

Dialogue, 92 151, 159, 196 

Dianoia (édvo), reasoning thought, 
193, 263, 327 

Diatribe, 166-7 

DroaEaRncnHos of Messana, Perip., 22, 48-9, 
51, 67, 199, 309-10 

Dictionaries, 16 

Diets (Herm.), 10-12 

Driocrtes: (i) of Magnesia, biographer, 
14-15; (ii) of Phlius, Pyth., 48 

Dioporos: (i) of Aspendos, Pyth. Cyn., 
48, 166; (ii) Cronos, Meg., 164-5, 
317, 341; (iii) Siculus, historian, 334 

Diogrengs: (i) (Antonius), romancer, 
47-8; (ii) of Apollonia, 130-1, 320; 
iii) the Babylonian, of Seleuceia, 
to., 343; (iv) Laértios, 12-16, 47, 
170, 248, 260, 316, 319, 325, 344; 
©) of Ginoanda, Epic., 325; (vi) of 
inope, Cyn., 166, 168-9; (vii) of 
Smyrna, 315 

Dion: (i) Chrysostom of Prusa, 167; 
(ii) of Syracuse, 175-6, 180, 220, 234 

Drionysios: (i) the Elder, tyrant of 
Syracuse, 169, 175-6; (ii) the 
Younger, 52, 169, 176; (iii) Bp. of 
Alexandria, 325 ; (iv) the Areopagite, 
Christian, 378; (v) of Heracleia, 343 

Dionysoporos, Soph., 136-7 

Dionysos, 29, 53, 77; Baccho-Pyth. 
orgies, 48 

DroPHanros, math., 362 

DroTmMA, priestess, 186 

Discord, war: Heraclt., 73-4; Parmen- 
ides, 89; Emped., 103-6, 109-10 

DrrTrENBERGER (Wilh.), 178 

Divination, 353 

Division, method of, 203, 213-16, 217-20, 
256 

Dogmatists, 317, 319, 321-2; medical, 362 

Domninves, math., 376 

Double Reasons (ditacot dé-yor), 140 

Doxa (dé&a), see Opinion; détau, placita, 
10-12 


Doxography, 10-13, 34, 43, 247-8, 343, 
363 


Druids, 50 | 

Dynamis (dvvaus): as virtue, quality 
(Pyth.), 60, 66; as potentiality, see 
Act 

Dynamism: Mil., 41, 45; Heraclt., 72; 
Emped., 101-3, 111; Abd, 116; 
Sto., 369; see also Mechanism 


E 


Earth: in cosmogony (Ge, Gaia, 
Chthonia), 26-8; Mil., 38-43, 45; 
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Pyth., 63-4, 237; Elea, 83-4, 90; 
Emped., 105-6; Abd., 118; Anaxg., 
126-7; Hippon, 130; Plato, 191, 
230 n.; Acad., 236-7; Arstot., 
290-2; Alexandrian geodesy, 361; 
see also Geography, Geolo 

East, influence of: early, 18, 21, 29-32, 
36, 379; on Socratic schools, 173; 
in Hellenistic age, 313, 342; on late 
thought, and invasion of E. religions, 
361, 364-6, 368, 374-7, 380 

Ecuerorates of Phlius, Pyth., 48, 67, 153 

Eclecticism : Vth cent., 129-31, 139, 150; 
later, 344, 357, 363-6 

Eclipses, 31, 35-6, 40, 64, 72, 106, 256 

Economy, pol., 199, 201, 234, 270-5 

EopHantos, Pyth., 63-4, 237 

Kestasy, 155, 188, 364, 370-1 

Edessa, Syriac School, 377 

Education: Soph., 138-43; Socrates, 
151-2; Plato, 191-6, 198, 200, 205 
232-3; Arstot., 245-6, 270, 275 

Effluences, see Pores 

Egypt: science and influence on early 
thought, 29-32, 38, 48, 61, 379 ; Plato 
in, 175; Atlantis story, 221; Epic. 
in, 324; prehistory, 334; cults, 375; 
see also Alexandria, Ptolemy 

Elea, School of, 79-97, 208, 215 ; influence 
on Meg., see Megara ; and Plato, 210, 
213, 215, 235; influence on others, 
98-9, 110, 113-14, 122-3, 129, 140, 
317, 320 

Elements (croxyeta): Emped., 100-1; 
Plato, 100, 207, 227; Arstot., 280, 
288, 291; Theophrastos, 310; Sto., 
346, 348 

Eleusis, Mysteries, 53 

Eras, commentator, 377 n. 

Elis, School of, 162, 315 

ream? 66, 90, 109, 120, 129, 292, 


Empxrpooves of Acragas: life, character, 
98-100; Being, physics, 100-6, 109- 
11; biology, psychology, 105-10; on 
Pyth, 48; Anaxg. and, 123; in- 
fluence, 143, 333 

Empiricism, data of experience: Pyth., 
62; Elea, 83, 86, 95; Socrates, 194, 
220, 222; Meg., 164; Plato, 220; 
Arstot., 253, 256-7, 286, 300-1, 365 ; 
Scep., 322, 369; Epic., 327-9; Sto., 
353; Plot., 369; medical Empirics, 
322, 362 

Encyclopedic knowledge and writings, 
112, 139, 244, 362-3, and see Poly- 
mathy 

Energeta (évépyea), see Act 

Ennivs, poet, 173 

EpaMINONDAS, Theban, 51 

Hphesos, 71 

Epueem, 8t., 377 

EPIcwaRMos, poet, 52 
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Ericteros, Sto., 344, 366, 377 

Epiocuros and his school, 16, 323-41, 357, 
374; and Sto., 341-3, 365; Ascle- 
piades, 362; influence of Abd., 115; 
influence of Cyren., 170, 172 

ErmEnrIDES, Cretan, 28 

EPIPHAntos, 11 

Epoché (érox%), see Judgement (suspen- 
sion) 

ERASISTRATOS of Ceos, physician, 362 

EratTostHenes of Cyrene, librarian, 14, 
343 


EREBzOS, In theogony, 26 

Eretria, School of, 137 n. 2, 162 

ERICEPAEOS, in cosmogony, 29 

Ericrna (Johannes Scotus), 378 

Eristic, 92, 134, 137, 247 

Eros, see under Love 

Error, 58, 206-7, 215, 253, 326, 328, 333, 
and see Truth 

ERyYXIMACHOS, physician, 186 

Eschatology, 67-9, 110, 183, 191, 197-8, 
204, 232 

Esoteric and exoteric: Pythagoreans, 565 ; 


writings, 242-3 
Essence: Soph., 141; Socrates, 161, 
157-60; Meg., 163-5; Cyn., 167-8; 


Plato, 182-6, 188-90, 192-3, 205, 
208-9, 214, 216-17, 224-5; Arstot., 
249-51, 284-5 

Essenes, 364 

Eternity, 184, 238, 281-2, 372 

Ether, 26, 126, 227, 237-8, 288, 331, 348 

Ethiopia, 30 

Kusuuipes, Meg., 163-4 

Evoverwes, Meg., 152, 162-3, 314 

Evcuip, EvoLemwss of Alexandria, 361-2, 
377 

Eupemos: (i) of Cyprus, 240; (ii) of 
Rhodes, Perip., 27-8, 30, 242, 259, 
309-10 : ; 

Evpoxos of Cnidos, Acad., 169, 180, 220, 
236-7, 261, 289, 342, 361 

Evrnos of Paros, Soph., 137 

EvHEMEROS, 173 

Evtogivs (Favonius), rhetorician, 375 n. 

Eulogon (rd eddoyovr), 359 

Evunaprios, N. Plat., 376 

Evrouis, poet, 149 n. 2 

Evrytos, Pyth., 48-9, 52, 57-8, 67 

EvusEsi0s, Bp. of Caesareia, 10-12 

EvuraypeEmos, Soph., 136-7 

Evil, see Bad 

Evolution, 41-3, 73, 83-4, 107-8, 238, 
295-6, 348, 372 

Examination, 151, 158-9, 247 

Exoteric, see Esoteric 

Experience, see Empiricism 

Explorers, 363 

Extension, space: Pyth., 62-3; Elea, 
88,97; Emped., 101; Abd., 113-15, 
120-1; Anaxg., 123; Plato, 212, 
225 ; Arstot., 279-80 ; Theophrastos, 
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310; Epic., 329-30; see Place, 


Vacuum 


F 


Family, 169, 201-2, 234, 268-70 

Fate, determinism, necessity: Fate in 
Homer, 19; Adrasteia in cosmogony, 
28; necessity in Heraclt., 74; in 
Parmenides, 87, 89; in Emped., 
110; in Abd., 118; Meg. fatalism, 
164-5; Plato, predestination, 197-8 ; 
Plato, Fates, Moirai, 198; Plato, 
necessity, 223, 225-9, 231; Arstot., 
necessity of reason, 267; Arstot., 
natural determinism, 286: Arstot., 
necessity in cosmology, 290; Epic. 
against fatalism, 331; Sto. fatalism, 
349-50, 352-3; see also Free will 

Favorinvs of Arelate, Scep., 15, 319 

Fiauuvs (P. Nigidius), N. Pyth., 365 

Finalism, teleology : Emped., 107; Abd., 
117; Ideas, 121, 190, 223, 231; 
Arstot., 277-8, 284, 290, 295, 307; 
Perip., 310-11; Epic., 329, 331; 
Sto., 341, 347 

Fitting (xa@#xovra), 351, 355, 364 

Form, formal Being, etc.; early, 87-9, 
101, 114, 134; Socrates, 151; Plato, 
182, 185, 189, 191, 197, 215, 225-6; 
Arstot., 250, 257, 278, 285-7, 293-5, 
302-3, 305-8; Sto., 345; formal 
reasoning, 141-2; formal conception 
of poetry, 185; see also Ideas 

Fortune, see Chance 

Free will, liberty, 198, 232-3, 267, 302, 
3338, 349-50, 360, 373-4, and see Fate 

Friendship, see under Love 


G 


Gata, see under Earth 

Garus, 9 

GaLzn of Pergamon, physician, 10-12, 
319, 344, 362, 365 

GaLiienus, Emp. of Rome, 368 

Gaul, 50 

Gx, see under Harth 

Grxuius (Aulus), grammarian, 10, 15, 319 

Generation and corruption: Mil., 37, 41-2, 
44; Heraclt., 72-3; Elea, 89; 
Emped., 107; Abd., 120; Plato, 
190, 209; Arstot., 282-5, 200, 294, 
296-7, 303; Sto., 347, 350; see also 
Becoming, Cosmology (early and late 
cosmogonies) 

Genrimianvs of Etruria, AMELIOS, 368 

Geography, 39, 118, 149, 309, 363 

Geology, 83-4, 106, 221-2 

Geometry, 31-2, 36, 61, 149, 184, 195, 
205, 227, 361-2 
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Guiavocon, bro. of Plato, 150, 174 

Gnomic poetry, 22-3 

Gnomon: set-square, 58-9; sun-dial, 39 

Gnostics, 366 

God, gods, religion: and early morality, 
17-20, 23; Olympians in theogony, 
26; Mil., 38, 42, 45; Pyth., 51, 54, 
69; Heraclt., 75, 77; Elea, 80-2, 
97; Emped., 100-1, 104, 109-10; 
relaxation of religious ties, 133; 
Soph., 144; Socrates (Clouds), 149 ; 
Meg., 163; Cyn., 169; Cyrene, 
Atheists, 172-3; Plato, 186, 188, 
204, 209, 217, 230, 233, 235; Arstot., 
261, 267, 287, 307; Enpic., 325-7, 
329, 331-4; Sto., 346-50; Plot., 
370-1; N. Plat., 375; Julian revivos 
worship, 376; religious character of 
Pyth., 54-6, 70; of Emped., 100; of 
Epic., 324, 340; of Cleanthes, 342 ; 
of late phil., 360, 364, 366, 375; see 
also Demiurge, Mythology, Zeus 

Golden Age, Utopia, 110, 199, 220-2 

Golden Verses, Pyth., 49 

Good: Pyth., 63; Socrates, 158-9 ; Meg., 
163; Plato, 182-3, 185-6, 192-5, 
210-11, 219-20, 223-4; Speusippos, 
238; Arstot., 305, 307; Sto., 355-6 ; 
Plot., 372 

Gogpian III, Emp. of Rome, 366 

Goratas of Leontion, Soph., 99, 135, 137, 
140-1, 143-4, 146-7, 166, 168, 248 

Grammar, 144, 147, 216, 248, 319 

Greece, Great, see Italy 

Gymnastics, 132, 143, 194 

Gymnosophists, 30, 316 


H 


Habit (és): Plato, possession (&yev), 
207; Arstot., manner of being, 207, 
252, 261, 263, 293; Sto., con- 
sistency, 347 

Hades: Heraclt., 77; Emped. resuscita- 
tions, 99; descents into, 49, 53, 
68-9, 197 

Harmony, 56-8, 61-2, 69, 74-6, 103-4; in 
body, soul, 66-8, 190, 196-7, 202-3, 
310; in State, 310; of spheres, 
64-5, 375 n. 

Harpedonaptai, 31 

Hxuoataros of Abdera, logographer, 323, 


334 
Hepeia, Epic., 324 
Hegelians, 78 
Hegemonicon, 350-1, 353 
Hzozstas Peisithanatos, Cyren., 170, 172 
Hewxantcos of Lesbos, logographer, 28 
Hemera, in cosmogony, 26 
Hxeracuerpes: (i) Lembos, Pyth., 14-15, 
48 ; (ii) Ponticos, of Heracleia, Acad., 
49, 64, 237-8 
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Heracuerros of Ephesos, 50, 71-8, 82-3, 
185-6, 205; influence, 52, 63, 98, 
110, 140, 189, 235, 320, 340 

HERACLES: in cosmogony 28; at Cross- 
roads, 144; patron of, Cyn., 169 

Herculaneum, papyri, 13-14, 325, 340 

Heriixos of Carthage, Sto., 343-4 

Herrmann (K. F.), 178 

Hermarcuos, Epic., 340 

HERMEIAS: (i) tyrant of Atarneus, 240 ; 
(ii) doxographer, 11; (iii) N Plat., 
376 


Hermes Trismegistos, 366 

HERmIPros of Smyrna, Perip., 15, 243 

Hrermoporos: (i) Ephesian, 71; (ii) 
Acad., 236 

HerRmotimos of Clazomenae, 126 n. 2 

Heroportos, historian, 30, 35-6, 48, 50, 
133 

Heron of Alexandria, mechanician, 362 

Hxropxitos of Chalcedon, physician, 362 

Heston, poet, 18-20, 25-7, 53, 81, 134 

Hestrakos of Perinthos, Acad., 236 

Hersycuios of Miletos, 16, 243 

Hexts (is), see Habit 

Hiceras of Syracuse, Pyth., 64, 237 

Hirronymos: (i) Perip., 49; (ii) writer 
on Orphicism, 28 

Hincxs Inscription, 31 

Hipparcaia, Cyn., 166 

HipraRcHos : (i) correspondent of Lysis, 
50; (ii) of Nicaea, astronomer, 362 

Hirerasos, Pyth., 52, 54, 61-2 

Hrprias of Elis, Soph., 136, 139, 141-3, 181 

Hrirrosotos, biographer, 15 

HrprocratTss: (i) of Chios, math., 132; 
(ii) of Cos, physician, Hippocratic 
Collection, 74 n. 4, 132-3, 143, 362 

Hipropamos of Miletos, engineer, 199 

Hrpro.yros, St., 11-12 

Hieron of Samos, 37 n. 4, 129-30 

History, 7-8, 12-15, 138, 247-8, 309, 375 

Homer, 18-19, 25, 53, 73, 81, 122, 134 

Homocomerous parts, 124, 284, 293 

Horace, 172 n. 1, 340 

Hormé (épu%), see Impulse 

Humanism, 120, 133, 369 

Hylé (tn), see under Matter 

Hylozoism, 38 

Hypatia, N. Plat., 376 

Hyperboreians, 50, 53, 199, 237, 334 

Hypostasis, 372.3 

Hypothesis, thesis, supposition, 92, 140, 
159, 195-6, 255, 258 


I 


IamBuicnos, N. Plat., 48, 142, 375 

Ipaxzos of Himera, 131 

Ideas: anticipations of the theory, 88, 
90-1, 114, 128; Meg. friends of, 163 ; 
Plato, 121, 157, 182, 185, 190-4, 203, 
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208-13, 215-19, 222, 226-8; Arstot., 
285, 303, 305-6; Sto., 346; Philon 
Jow, 364; Plot., 373-4; see also 
Essence, Form 

Images, imagination, 300-3, 333, 336, and 
see Phantasia 

Imitation and pattern: 182, 189, 192-4, 
205, 209, 212-13, 223-6, 229-30, 
232-4; Pyth., numbers are patterns, 
56; Arstot., cause is pattern, 284 ; 
Plato, words are imitations, 185 

Immortality, see Death 

Impulse (motive) (6pu7), 262, 347, 351, 
353 

Inactive argument (dpyds Adyos), 165, 349 

India, 29-32, 316, 319, 367 

Indifferent things, 168, 171-2, 318, 355-6 

Individual, individualization: Arstot., 
249-50, 254-5, 285, 303-7; Epic., 
332; Sto., 346-7, 352; Plot., 373-4 ; 
individualism, 133, 173, 313, 339, 379 

Induction, 37, 157, 159, 163, 181, 255-6 

Infinite (rd dwepov) and finite: Mil, 
40-3, 104; Elea, 82-3, 87, 93-6; 
Anaxg., 123-4, 126; Plato, 194, 
211-12, 214-15; Arstot., 281-2; 
Epic., 330-1, 336, 341; Sto., 341; 
Plot., 369-71 ; infinity of worlds, see 
under World ; see also Eternity, Limit 

Initiation, see Mysterios 

Intellect, intellection: Plato, 193-4, 
217-18, 229; Arstot., 253, 262, 294, 
302-4, 306-7; Theophrastos, 310; 
Plot., 370, 373; see also Sensation, 
Thought 

Intermediate: gods, daemons, 186, 231 ; 
principle an intermediate substance, 
40 ; stages of being and knowing, 186, 
192-3, 203, 211, 214, 220, 224-5, 227; 
soul, 196; @uuds, 197; in politics, 
220; Xenocrates, 238; Philon Jew, 
364. ; 

Ionia: civilization, 34; Persia conquers, 
46, 80; relations with Italy, 95, 112; 
see also Miletos 

Irony of Socrates, 160 

Isiporos of Alexandria, N. Plat., 377 

IsocRATES, orator, 30, 135 178 

Italy, Great Greece: phil. and science in, 
47, 50, 53, 80, and see Elea; Emped. 
in, 99; relations with Jonia, 112; 
Plato in, 175; Epic. in, 324-5; see 
also Rome 


J 


JASON: (i) tyrant of Pherae, 135; (ii) of 
Rhodes, succession-writer, 14 

JOANNES, JOHANNES, JOHN, various, see 
Philoponos, Erigena, Stobaeos 

Judaism, 364 

Judgement, attribution: Parmenides, 86; 
Soph., 137, 145-6; Meg., 163; Cyn., 
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168; Plato, 190, 205-6, 216-17; 
Arstot., 248-9, 253-6, 302; suspen- 
sion of (€rox7), 318, 359 

JuLian, Roman Emp., 167, 376 

Justice: early poets, 19-20, 23; Anaxi- 
mandros, 42; Pyth., 57; Parmen- 
ides, 85, 89; Soph., Soc. (Clouds), 
142-3, 160; Plato, 181-3, 191-2, 198; 
Arstot., 262-3, 266, 274 Epic., 338; 
see also Law 

JUSTIN Martyr, Christian, 10 

JUSTINIAN, Roman Emp., 376-7 


K 


Kahun, math. papyrus, 31 

Kairos (xatpés), 57 

Katalépsis (xarddnyis), see Comprehen- 
sive representation 

Kathékonta (xadjxovra), see Fitting 

Katorthémata (xatopOwyara), see Right 
actions 

KENYON (Sir Fredk. G.), 268 

Kinematics, 279 

Knowledge, theory of: Heraclt., 75-7, 
205; KElea, 81, 85-6, 88, 95-6; 
Emped., 109; Soph., 145-7, 205; 
Meg., 164; Cyn., 167-8; Cyren., 
170-1; Plato, 184-5, 192, 205-9, 
212-13, 215-17, 220, 227-8; Arstot., 
254-7, 302-4; Scep., 318-22; Epic., 
326-9; Sto., 350-1; N. Acad., 360; 
see also Intellect, Science, Sensation, 
Thought 

Kosmopolités (xoomorodirns), see Citizen 
of the world 


L 


Labour, 272-4 

Lactantivs, Christian, 10, 325 

Laoypsgs, N. Acad., 359 

LagEuivs (C.), 363 

Lais, 172 

Lampsacos, 122, 324 

Language, words, speech: Soph., 140-2, 
144, 147; Plato, 185, 216-17; Epic., 
327, 334; Sto. 350-1; see also 
Rhetoric 

Law: natural, 75, 78, 91, 233, 348; 
‘* good legislation,” early, 20; Plato’s 
legislation, 200-2, 221, 234-5; Ar- 
stot’s., 274-5; State as law, 269; 
early lawgivers, 17, 22, 131; philo- 
sophers as lawgivers, 51, 84, 286; 
Plato’s ‘‘ lawgivers,” 185; see also 
Convention, Justice 


Lerpniz (G. W. v.), 310, 374 
Lrontion, Epic., 324 
Lerronne Papyrus, 344 n. 1 
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Lzevorpros, Abd. 98, 112-15, 
120-1, 123, and see Abdera 

Lipanios, N. Plat., 376 

Liberty, see Free will 

Life, 77, 218, 231, 333, and see Biology, 
Vitalism 

Limit and Unlimited, 57-60, 69, 214, 218, 
371, and see Infinite 

Locri, 51 

Logic: none in time of Heraclt., 77; 
Soph., 147; Socrates, 157-8; Cyn., 
167-8; Cyren., 170; Plato, 181, 
215; Arstot., 246-58 ; Theophrastos, 
309-10; Scep., 321-2; Scep. against 
logicians, 319; Epic., 326; Sto., 
345, 351-3 

Logos (\éyos): thought, 75, 190, 260, 
263-4; concept of a thing, 250; 
phil. work, 156; argument, 157, 
165, 349; speech, 350; (right) 
reason, 351; Word, 364; xara rov 
Noyor, formal, 87 

Lonoinus (Dionysius Cassius), rhetor, 375 

Love: Eros in theogony, 26-7; Emped. 
(Friendship, Aphrodite, Cypris), 103- 
5, 109-10; Socrates, 151-2, 155, 
169; Cyn. (Aphrodite), 168-9 ; Plato, 
186-8, 203-5, 371, 374; Sto, 348; 
Plot., 369, 371 

Lucian of Samosata, satirist, 71, 167 

Lucretius Carus (T.), Epic., 100 n. 1, 
104 n. 2, 325, 327, 334, 363 

Lyceum: Socrates in, 152; school, see 
Peripatetics 

Lyoon: (i) rhetor, 153; (ii) Porip., 15 

LycopuRon, Soph., 137 

Lycuraos, Spartan lawgiver, 234 

Lydia, 34-5 

Lysias, in Plato, 203 

Lysis, Pyth., 50-2 


117-18, 


M 


Maorosios, grammarian, 375 n. 

Magic, sorcery, 98-9, 113, 365, 374-5 

Magnet, loadstone, 38, 231, 279 

MaA.cuHos, see Porphyr 

Mamertus (Claudianus), Christian, 67 n. 6 

Many, see One 

Materialism, 329, 341; material soul, 310 

Mathematics: East, 30-1; Thales, 36; 
in early phil., 378; Pyth., 53, 58-62, 
87; Pyth. Mathematicians, 55-6, 66, 
69; Elea, 87; specialization, 132; 
Soph., 139, 143; Plato, 194-5, 211-13, 
234; Theaetetos, 205; Acad., 236, 
238; metamathematics, 238; Ar- 
stot., 257-8, 276; Perip., 276, 309, 
311; Scep. against, 319; late, 361-2, 
377; see also Geomotry, Number, 
Proportion 

Matter: Mil., 36-7, 40-1, 44; Pyth., 69; 
Plato, 225, 280; Arstot., 278-80, 
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285-8, 303, 306; Straton, 311; Sto., 
345; Plot., 374; logical matter 
(tAn), 250 

Maximus of Tyre, Plat., 365 

Measure, 21, 23, 120, 218-20, 222, 265-6, 
320, 337 

Mechanics, 279-80, 287, 311, 361-2 

Mechamsm: Mil., 41,45; Emped., 102-3, 
108, 111; Abd., 112-21; Anaxg., 

125-6; Plato, 226, 229, 231-2, 235; 

Arstot., 305; Perip., 310; Epic., 
329, 341, 362; see also Dynamism 

Mediaeval thought (Christian), School- 
men, 233, 250, 375, 378-9 

Medicine: early schools, 47, 65-6, 109, 
132-3; Pyth., 58, 66, 129; Emped. 
as healer, 98, 110; Hippon, 129; 
Soph., 143-5; Eryximachos, 186; 
Perip., 309, 311; Scep., 322; late, 
362, 376 

Megara, School of, 97, 148, 158, 162-5, 
173, 314-15; Plato and, 175, 208, 215 

MELETOS, poet, 153 

Meuissos of Samos, Elea, 79, 95-7, 114, 
248; On Melissos, Xenophanes, etc., 
8, 82, 248 

Memory, 65, 206-7, 301, and see Mne- 
monics, Reminiscence 

MENAECHMOS, math., 362 

MENEDEMOS: (i) of Eretria, Socratic, 15, 
137 n. 2, 162, 165, 317; (ii) of 
Pyrrha, Acad., 236 

Menieros, Cyn., 166 

Mrnovoros of Nicomedeia, Scep., 319 

Menon: (i) Perip., 66 n., 309; (ii) pupil 
of Gorgias, 144, 183-4 

Metaphysics, meaning of the word, 304 

Metapontion, 51 

Meteorology, 44-5, 72, 130, 149, 291-2, 
325 

Method: Thales, 37; Soph., 133, 139-40, 
147, 159-60; Socrates, 151, 158-60; 
Plato, 183-4, 187, 194-5, 213-15, 
221-2, 247; Arstot., 242-3, 247-58 ; 
Scep., 320-2; Epic., 328; yé@odos= 
progress, 195 ; =course of teaching, 
243 

Methodist physicians, 322, 362 

METIS, in cosmogony, 29 

METON, astronomer, 132 

MrrTRooLES, Cyn., 166 

Metroporos: (i) of Chios, Abd., 315; 
(ii) of Lampsacos, successor of Anaxg., 
i ; (ii) of Lampsacos, Epic., 325, 
34 

Middle Ages, see Mediaeval 

Midwifery of Socrates, 160, 205 

Miletos, School of, 33-46, 70, 82, 95, 103, 
112, 129 

Mit (J. 8.), 321, 338 

Mion of Croton, 51, 65 n. 3 

Mind (voids), 125-6, 128, 130-1, 151, 158, 
190, 218, and see Intellect, Thought 
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Minoan civilization, 24, 35 


Mitylene, 324 
Mixture, mingling: Emped., 101-7, 109; 
bd., 113; Anaxg., 123-6; Plato, 
218-20, 224-5, 227; Arstot., 284, 
291-3, 299; Sto., 347-8 
Mnemonics, 139-40, 143 
Moperatus of Gades, N. Pyth., 47, 365 


Moira (uoipa): lot, 18, 27; Anaxg., 
rtion, 123; Plato, cia soztpa, 


‘avour, 184; Plato, Fate, 198 

Monrmos, Cvn., 168 

Monsters, 90. 105, 202, 290, 296 

Moon, 55, 64, 106, 127, 237, 290 

Morals, conduct : poets and Sages, 17-23 ; 
early philosophers, 43 n. 1, 54, 69-70, 
77, 120, 181; Vth cent., 133; Soph., 
136-7, 144; Socrates, 157, 159-60; 
Meg., 163, 165; Cyn., 165-9 ; Cyren., 
170-3; Plato, 180-4, 219-20, 232-3 ; 
Arstot., 259-68, 275; Perip., 310; 
Hellenistic, 313-14; Scep., 318-19, 
321-2; Epic., 326, 334-40; Sto., 
341, 345, 353-7, 363-6; N. Acad., 
358-60 

Movement: Mil., 41, 45; Elea, 87, 93-5 ; 
Abd., 113, 116, 121; Anaxg., 123-5 ; 
Soph., 146; Meg., 164; Cyren., 
affection is, 171; Plato, 216, 225, 
228-9; Plato, operative in soul, 223 ; 
Arstot., 278-84, 288-90; Arstot., 
movement of animals, 292; Arstot., 
soul as mover, 293-4, 301; Perip., 
310; Epic., 330; Plot., 369 n. 

Mvsakos, poet, 28 


Muses, 26 
Music: Pyth., 56-7, 61-2, 65, 70; Plato, 


194-5, 212-13, 224-5; Aristoxenos, 
309-10 

Myson of Chenae, Sage, 21 

Myateries, initiation, 53, 187, 364-5, 371, 
375 

Mysticism, 380 ; Pyth., 53-5 ; Plato, 235,; 
Sto., 357; late, 6, 364-6, 368-71, 
374-8 


N 


Nature (dvois): Mil., 36-7, 39; Emped., 
101; Abd, 116; Plato, 223 ; Arstot., 
245, 277-8, 286-7, 290; Epic., 328-9, 
331, 333; Plot., 373; conduct m 
accordance with, 337, 339-40, 353-7, 
and see Convention; pacts of, 
foedera naturae, 104 n. 2, 110, 334 

Naucratis, 34 

Navsrranes of Teos, 323 

Neantues of Cyzicos, 15 

Nzanronos, admiral, 363 

Necessity, see Fate 

Newevs, Perip., 241 

Nemesios, Bp. of Emesa, 11-12, 376 
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Neo-Platonists, 8, 16, 30, 47, 365, 367-79 

Neo. Pythagoreans, 16, 30, 47, 56, 365 

Neo-Stoiciam, 365-6 

Nioias of Nicaea, succession-writer, 14 

Nioo.aos of Damascus, 304 

Nicomacuos: (i) father of Arstot., 240; 
(ii) son of Arstot., 259; (iii) of 
Gerasa, N. Pyth., 47, 365 

Nicopolis, 366 

Niq@ut, in cosmogony, 26, 28 

Nominalism, 147, 165, 167-8, 171, 327, 353 

Not-being, see Being 

Nous (vois), see Mind; Arstot., intellect, 
262, and see Intellect 

Numbers, arithmetic, arithmology: An- 
aximandros, 40; Pyth., 56-62, 64-5, 
68-9, 195; Elea, 93, 95; Emped., 
102; Plato, 194-5, 205, 211-12; 
Speusippos, 238; Arstot., 283; N. 
Pyth., 365; N. Plat., 376 

NvuMENIOS, Plat., 30, 365 


O 


Oath, 19, 54, 110, and see Nature (pacts of) 

OcEAN, in cosmogony, 26-8 

OcxELLvs the Lucanian, Pyth., 49 

(noanda, inscr., 325-6 

(nomaos, Cyn., 167, 349 

(Enopides, math., 132 

OLymrioporos: (i) master of Proclos, 
377; (ii) Yr., N. Plat., 9, 377 n. 

One and Many, unity and plurality: 
Mil., single principle, 37, 40, 43, 107 ; 
Pyth,, 57-8, 69; Elea, 81-2, 87, 92-3, 
95-7, 113, 208; after Elea, 129; 
Emped., 103-4, 120; Abd. 113, 
120-1; Anaxg., 123; Meg., 163, 
165; Plato, 194, 203, 208-12, 214, 
218, 251; Arstot., 251, 305; Philon 
Jew, 364; Plot., 370-4 

Onomacriros, Orphic writer, 28 

Ontology: Elea, 82, 86, 91; Plato, 19, 
215; Aratot., 251, 306; see also 
Being 

OPHIONEUS, 27 

Opinion (Sdta): Pyth., 65; Elea, 80-1, 
83-5, 88; Abd. 114; Cyn, 168; 
Plato, 184, 192, 212, 220, 229; 
Arstot., 308 ; Scep., 318; Epic., 326, 


328 

Opposition: Pyth., 57-8, 66-7, 70; 
Heraclt., 73-4; Elea, 89; verbal, 
see Antilogy ; logic, 261-4 

Organon (Spyavov), instrument: senses 
are, 206; of science, 246 

Origen, Christian, 10-11, 362 n., 365 

Orphicism, 28-9, 53, 188, 368; influence 
on philosophers, 43, 55, 68, 77, 98, 
110, 182, 369, 380 ; poems forged, 364 

Other and Same, 214-18, 224-5, 2 
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Pampaiios, Acad., 323 

Pan, 29 

PanaEtios of Rhodes, Sto., 12, 177, 363-4 

Pawnsa (C. Vibius), 325 

Papros, math., 362 

Paradoxes: of nature, 277; Sto., 354 

Paraenetic, 356 

PaRMENTDES of Elea, 79, 84-91, 217; 
and other Eleatics, 91-2, 94-7; in- 
fluence on Emped., 100-1; Plato on, 
208, 210; Arstot. on, 248 

Partaking, participation, 190-1, 208-9, 
216, 226, 347 

Pastors of Rhodes, Perip., 304 

Passions, passivity, 265, 320, 353-4 

Patron, Epic., 340 

Pattern, see Imitation 

Pavusantas: (i) Athenian, 186; (ii) pupil 
of Emped., 99-100 

Pentagram, 61 

Prrecrines, Cyn., 167 

Pergamon, 15, 241, 313 

PERIANDROS, tyrant of Corinth, Sage, 21-2 

Prric.es, Athenian, 122, 132, 184 

Peripatetic School: 8, 10, 13, 16, 118, 
308-11; early Lyceum, 137, 241-5, 
308, 310, 314; later influence, 343, 
345, 363-5 

PERSAEOS of Cition, Sto., 342-3 

Persia: influence on Greek thought, 30, 
50, 367, and see Zoroaster ; conquest 
of Ionia, 46, 80 

Prrsivs Flaccus (Aulus), poet, 366 

Petelia, 53 n. 

Petron, Pyth., 52, 63 

PHAEDON, Socratic, 152, 162, 315 

PHAEDONDES of Thebes, Pyth., 152 

Puagpros: (i) Plato’s friend, 186; (ii) 
Epic., 10, 340 

PHAENARETE, 150 

Puauzas of Chalcedon, economist, 199 

Puanrgs, 29 

Paanias of Eresos, Perip., 309 

Phantasia (pavracta), 326, 350, and se 
Images 

Panton of Phlius, Pyth., 48 

Puerzoypss of Syros, logographer, 27, 50 

Puitre: (i) II, K. of Macedon, 241; (ii) 
of Opus, Acad., 177, 236 

PurLopemos of Gadara, Epic., 10, 12, 14, 
325, 328, 340 : 

Puio.aos, Pyth., 48-50, 52, 57-64, 66-9 

Puiton: (i) the Jew, 8, 30, 364; (ii) of 
Larissa, N. Acad., 10, 368; (iii) 
Meg., 164-5, 341 

PuionipEs of Laodiceia, Epic., 340 

Paworonos (John) of Alexandria, 137 

_n. 2, 376 

Philosophy, special uses of the word 
Pyth. invents, 53; Arstot., 243, 
246-7; First, 246, 304, 309-10; 
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Philosophers of the Garden, 323 ; 
cuudirocopelr, 324; object of phil., 
326, 345 

PaLostratos, biographer, 365 

Phlius, 48, 52, 158 

PHocytipus of Miletos, poet, 22; Sen- 
tences of, 22 n. 3 

Phoenicia, Greek debt to, 31-2 

Puorios, Patriarch, 10 

Phronésis (ppévyors), prudence, 163, 262, 

338, and see ea 

Physics : ee , 24-5; Mil., 36-8, 

40-4: Heraclt., 72-5, 78; Elea, 82-4, 
87-90, 95-6; Emped., 100-3, 106; 
Ab., 118, 120-1; Anaxg., 126; Vth 
cent., 129-31; Soph. 189, 143; 
Socrates, 151, 157-9; Plato, 222-3, 
927; Acad., 237-8; Arstot., 245-6, 
277-87; Theophrastos, 309; Scep. 
against physicists, 319; Epic., 326, 
329-31 ; Sto., 73, 345-51 ; late, 361-3, 
365 ; “ physiologists ” = physicists, 33 

Physis (tots), see Nature, Principle ; 
Sto., growth, 347 

Piso (L.), 324 

Pithanon (wl@avov), 360 n. 2 

Prrracos of Mitylene, Sage, 21-2 

Place: Elea, sophisms, 93-4; Plato, 
eternal place=space, 225; Arstot, 
279-80; Perip.. 310; Sto, 346; 
see also Extension 

Placita, 10, 12 

Puato, 174-236; life, 52, 76, 174-7; 
writings and teaching, 13, 177-80, 
210-13, and see below, Plato, dia- 
logues; Being, Ideas, essence, par- 
taking, imitation, 121, 157, 182-94, 
203, 205, 208-19, 223-34, 245, 251, 
347; cosmology, physics, 28, 126, 
190-1, 197-8, 222-32, 327; dialectic, 
185, 187, 194-6, 200, 203, 209, 213-16, 
220; eschatology, death, immor- 
tality, 183, 188-91, 197-8, 204, 231.2 ; 
knowledge, 184-5, 192, 205-9, 212-13, 
215-17, 220, 227-8, 234-5; love, 
beauty, 186-8, 204-5; morals, 180-4, 
219-20, 232-3; pleasure, 182, 192, 
219-20; politics, 138, 174-6, 184-5, 
191-2, 196, 198-203, 220-1; psycho- 
logy, soul, 188-91, 193-8, 203-7, 209, 
212-13, 217-18, 223-32; on contra- 
diction, 252; on Cyn., 166, 167 n. 2, 
168; on Cyren., 169; on Eastern 
wisdom, 30, 32; on Eleatics, 79 n., 84, 
91-2, 97; on Heraclt., 73, 79 n., 
185-6; individualism 173; on Meg., 
162-3; relations with Meg., 163; on 
movement, 76; on Pyth. and 
individual Pythagoreans, 48 n. 2, 49, 
52, 65 n. 2, 67; h. influence, 56 ; 
on Seven Sages, 21; on Socrates, 7, 
150-5, 157-8, 160; influence of 
Socrates, 152, 161, 186; on Soph., 
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134-9, 142-3, 145-6, 157-8, 171; on 
Thales, 35; Arstot. on, 240 244, 
247-8, 250-1, 256, 261, 274, 303-7; 
relations with Arstot., 240: Antis- 
thenes on, 167; pseudonyms, 136, 
138; Xenophon uses, 156; influence 
in Hellenistic age, 314, 323; later 
influence, 8, 363-5, and see Neo- 
Platonists ; commentaries on, 8-9, 
358 

PLATO, dialogues (literary aspects, char- 
acters in, summaries): Apol., 179; 
Charm., 180, 186; Cratyl., 180, 
185-6; Critias, 177, 180; Criton, 
179, 181; Huthyd., 136-7, 180, 185; 
Euthyphr., 179, 181-2; Gorg., 138, 
142, 179-80, 182-3; Hipp. Ma., 177, 
179-80; Hipp. Mi., 179-81; Ton, 
179, 184; Lach., 180; Laws, 176-7, 
179-80, 221-35; Lysis, 180, 186; 
Menex., 180, 185; Menon, 180, 
183-4; Parm., 84, 91, 177, 180, 
207-10; Phaedon, 52, 67, 154, 177, 
180, 188-91; Phaedr., 136, 180, 
203-4; Phileb., 137, 177, 180, 213-15, 
217-20; Protag., 142, 179, 181-2; 
Rep., 136, 142, 180, 191-203; Soph., 


177, 180, 213, 215-18; Statesman, 
177, 213-15, 219-21; Symp., 141, 
150, 153, 180, 186-8; Theaet., 8, 


180, 205-7; Tim., 8, 49, 177, 180, 
221-33; minor and spurious, 177 
Pleasure and Pain: Cyn., 168; Cyren, 
170-3; Plato, 182, 192, 219-20; 
Arstot., 261-2, 301-2; Epic., 326, 
334-40; Sto., 354-5 

Puiny the Elder, 363 

Puotinus, N. Plat., 344, 366-75, 377-8 

PiutrarcnH of Chaeroneia, Plat., 10, 12, 
241, 326, 340, 344, 365; pseudo- 
Plut., 11-12 

PLurarcHos, s. of Nestorios, N. Plat., 
376-7 

Preuma, breath, 62, 303, 310, 332, 347-8, 
364; Arstot., On the Breath, 277 

Pneumatics, medical, 362 

Poets: early, morals, 17-18, 131 ; studied, 
53, 143, 152, 181; interpretations, 
344, 375; Plato on, 185, 194; 
Arstot. on poetic sciences, 245-6, 259, 
265 n. 2; history of poetry, 309 

PoLemon, Acad., 15, 341, 358 

Politics, society: Soph, 144; Plato, 
174-6, 184-5, 191-2, 196, 198-203, 
220-1, 234-5; Arstot., 259, 268-76 ; 
Theophrastos, 309; Epic , 334, 338- 
9; Sto. and public life, 342-3; 
State and Individual, see Individual 
(individualism) 

Potos of Acragas, Soph., 137 

Potysios, historian, 363 

PoLycLEIros, sculptor, 61 n. 

PotyoraTes, rhetor, 156, 179 n. 3 
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Polymathy, 71, 75, 82, 139, 143, and see 
Encyclopaedic 

PoLymnastos, Pyth. 48 

PoLyxEnos, Soph., 137, 208 n. 

Pontos, Sea, in theogony, 26 

Pores, effluences, 65, 90, 102, 108, 119 

Porruyry of Tyre, Malchos, N. Plat., 
47-8, 68, 368-9, 371, 375, 378 

Posrrponros of Apameia, Sto., 8, 12, 345, 
349, 363-4 

Possibility, 164-5, 349 

Potamon, Plat., 365 

Potentiality, power, see Act 

Pragmatism, 146, 168, 313-14, 360 

Prehistory, 221-2, 334 

Prenotion, see Anticipation | 

Principle: first cause (dvors), 36-7, 40-5, 
72, 116, 130; dpxai, principles of 
science, 254-5 

Priscian of Lydia, N. Plat., 377 

Privation, 252, 278, 285 

Probabilism, 359, 363 

Proctos, N. Plat., 9, 376-8 

Propicos of Ceos, Soph., 135, 142-4, 
157-8 

Progress, human, 334, 354-5 

Prohibitions, abstinence, 54-5, 68-9, 110, 
375 

Prolépsis (wpordnyis), see Anticipation 

Property, ownership, 201, 234, 270-1, 
273-5 

Proportion, mathematical: Pyth., 61-2; 
sun to visible as good to intelligible, 
193 

Protacoras of Abdera, Soph., 135, 137, 
140, 142-6, 170, 205, 316, 320 

Protrarcuos, Soph., 137 

PROTOGONOS, in cosmogony, 28-9 

Protreptic, 168, 185; Protreptics, works, 
142, 244 

Providence, 307, 347, 349 

Psychology: Alcmaeon, 65-6; Elea, 90; 
Emped., 108-9; Anaxg., 127; Dio- 
genes Apoll., 130; Soph. 144; 
Plato, 228, 231-2; Arstot., 262-3, 
292-4, 297-304; Perip., 309-10; 
Fpic., 332-3; Sto., 350-1; see also 
Sensation, Soul, Thought 

Protemy: (i) I Soter, K. of Egypt, 13, 
170, 242, 310; (ii) II Philadelphos, 
310; (iii) ITI Euergetes, 14, 343; 
(iv) Perip., 243; (v) Claudius 
Ptolemaeus, encyclopaedist, 362, 377 

Purification, 53-4, 66, 68, 110, 375; art 
as, 265 n. 2 

Pyrruon, Scep., 315-19, 323, 340 

PyTHaGoRASs, Pythagoreanism, 47-70; 
Pythagoras, 30, 48-52, 68, 134; 
school, 47-56; numbers, harmony, 
56-62, 211, 213, 215; cosmology, 
62-5; biology, medicine, psychology, 
66-8, 129; gode, 69; influence on 
Plato, 175, 182, 184, 190, 203, 211, 
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213, 215, 235; influence on others, 

84, 88-90, 98, 110, 158, 166, 364, 

375; Baccho-Pyth. orgies, 48; Ar- 

stot. on, 248; Heraclt. on, 50, 71; 

see also Neo-Pythagoreanism 
PytTHeas of Marseilles, explorer, 363 
Pyruias, wife of Arstot., 240 


Q 


Quality, 87, 101, 111, 123-5, 127-8, 158, 
310-11; qualities of musical concords, 
56; duvawes, in health, 66; of 
atoms, 114; primary and secondary, 
119; of virtue, 183; and perception, 
206, 327; logic, 249, 258; physics, 
281, 283, 291; of bodies, 345-6 

Quiddity, 250, 265, 285-6, 306 


R 
Reason, 351, and see Logos; seminal 
reasons, 348, 350, 373; reasoning 


thought, see Dianoia 

Receptacle, 225, 230, 303, 372 

Relation, 168 ; of musical concords, 56-7, 
62; logic, 249, 252-3, 352; trope, 
320; see also Proportion 

Relativity, 76, 145-7, 185, 209, 320-1 

Religion, see God 

Reminiscence: of previous existence, 68, 
184, 189, 204-5; as recollection, 301 

Rhegion, 51-2 

RuHEtIA, 26 

Rhetoric: Emped., Sicily, 99 ; Soph., 92, 
139, 141, 144, 147, 159, 183 ; Socrates 
(Clouds), 150, 158; Socrates (real), 
158; Plato, 182-3, 185, 203 ; Arstot., 
Perip., 241, 247, 258-9, 309; Scep., 
319; Sto., 351 

RuInD Papyrus, 31 

Rhodes, influence on phil., 313 

Right actions (xarop@wuara), 356, 359 

Rig- Veda, 29 

Rome: influence of Pyth., 50; Orphic 
tablet, 53 n.; Epic. in, 324-5; 
Carneades in, 343, 360; Greek phil. 
in, 363; influence of Empire on 
phil., 313, 366, 374 

Rurus (C. Musonius), Sto., 366 


S 

Sacrifice, 55, 69 

Sage, see Wise Man; Seven Sages, 21-2, 
38, 134 

SaLLustivs, N. Plat., 376 

Salvation, 70, 313, 321, 324, 327, 339, 
364, 371, 375; salvationist religions, 
357, 374 

Same, see Other 
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Sardis, 34 

SATURNINUS, Scop., 16, 319 

SATYROS, Perip., 15 

Sauromatians, as ideal State, 199 

Scepsis, Plat. circle at, 240-1 

Sceptics. 8, 315-22, 327, 358 

SCHAARSCHMIDT, 177 

SCHLEIERMACHER, 178 

Schoolmen, see Mediaeval thought 

Schools: early medical, etc., 33; carly 

phil., 34; Pyth., 55-6; in Vth cent., 
132-3, 138-9, 244; Soc. (Clouds), 
149-50; Soc. (real), 151-2; later 
Socratic, 161; Plato and Acad., 175, 
236; Lyceum, 241-2, 244-5; Epic., 
323-4 ; closing of, 376-7; libraries, 13; 
as ideal life, 267; see also Education 

Science: in form of myth, 33; early, 34, 
36, 39, 46, 132, 379; specialization, 
132-4, 314; Pyth. Mathematicians, 
55-6, 66, 69; Alemacon, 65 ; Emped. 
science and religion, 100; Soph., 
143; Plato, 193, 219, 220; in en- 
cyclopaedias, 244; Arstot., 245, 
254-7, 262, 302; Scep., 322; Epic., 
328-9; Sto., 351, 353; late, 361-3; 
Plot., 373 ; see also Knowledge 

Scirro Arricanus (P. Cornelius), 363 

Secrecy, Pyth., 54, 56 

SELEUCOS, astronomer, 362 

Seneca (L. Annaceus), Sto., 167, 326, 344, 
363, 365 

Senkerch, inscr., 31 

Sensation: Pyth., 65-6; Elea, 90; 
Emped., 108-9; Abd., 119-20; An- 
axg., 127-8; Soph. 146; Plato, 
205-6, 212, 228; Arstot., 253, 291, 
294, 297-303; Epic., 326-7, 332-3 ; 
Sto., 350-1 

Sense, common, 300-2 

Sextrus (Q.), father and son, 365 

Sextvs Emriricvs, Scep., 10, 138, 145, 
316, 319, 322 n. 2, 344 

Sicily, 50, 99, 109, 175-6, 180 

Signs: motes, 120; marks of casual con- 
nexion, 258; manifest things, 321; 
evidence and signs, 326, 328 ; signifi- 
cation, 352 

Smuias, Pyth., 52, 67, 152, 190 

Simpricius, N. Plat., 9, 11, 91, 95, 137 
n. 2, 276, 344, 377 

Simulacra, 119, 332-3 

Size, 93, 279-80, 283 

Slaves, 234, 273-4 

Society, see Politics 

SooraTsEs, 148-60; life, character, 84, 
131, 148-58; as Soph., 134, 148-50, 
157-8; phil., 84, 151, 157-60, 313; 
method, 15]-2, 159-60, 256 ; daemon, 
154; and Plato, 7, 150-5, 157-8, 
160-1, 180, 186, 203, 235; influence 
on others, 317-18, 358-9; Socratic 
schools, 148, 160-73 
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Soton, lawgiver, 21-8, 134 

Séma—séma (cdua-—cjua), see under Body 

Sophisms, 91-5, 148, 163-5, 247 

Sophists, 131-47; character, individuals, 
134-8; education, method, 138-44, 
147, 150, 182; phil., 144-7, 313; and 
Socrates, 148, 150, 157-60; methods 
used by Cyn., 165-7; late Soph., 
365, 376 n. 

SopHRONISCOS, 150 

Sorites, 164 

SostcraTes, Acad., 14 

Sorion: (i) of Alexandria, Sto., 365; 
(li) grammarian, 14 

Soul: Mil., 38, 44; Orphicism, 53; 
Alcmaeon, 66; Pyth., 67-9; Par- 
menides, 90; Emped., 110; Demo- 
critos, 119-20; Anaxg., 125-6; So- 
crates, 151, 154, 160; Plato, 188-91, 
195-8, 203-7, 212-13, 217-18, 223-32 ; 
Acad., 238; Arstot., 261-3, 292-4, 
297; Perip., 310; Epic., 326, 332-3, 
335-6; Sto., 344, 347, 350; trans- 
migration, 68-9, 110, 189-90, 232; 
ee also Death, Psycholo 

Space, see Extension, Place, Vacuum 

Sparta, a8 ideal State, 199, 234 

Specialization, see under Crafts, Science ; 
of functions in State, 200-1 

Srrvusreros, Acad., 58, 177, 238, 240, 248, 
26] 

SpHarzos of the Bosphorus, Sto., 342-3 

Sphere: Being a sphere, 87; Sphacros of 
Emped., 103-5, 109; celestial, earth, 
etc., 90, 237, 288-90; harmony of, 
64-5, 375 n. 

Spinoza (B. de), 96-7, 374 

SprntHaros, 149 

State, see Individual (individualism), 
Politics 

Strtpon, Meg., 162, 165, 341 

Srospakos (Joannes), John of Stobi, 10-12 

Stotcheia (ororxeta), see Elements 

Stoics: 341-57, 239, 359-60, 362-6; 
history, writings of early, 341-4; 
physics, reality, 73, 341, 345-50; 
God, 346-50; morals, 341, 345, 
353-7; logic, 345, 351-3; biology, 
psychology, 347-8, 350-1; on other 
philosophers, 8-9 ; influence of Antis- 
thenes, 167 n. 2; Cicero on, 9; 
Galen on, 10; Timon on, 317 

Strabo, J aad 241, 363 

Srraton of Lampsacos, Perip., 276, 280, 
310-1] 

Substance, in logic, 249 

Successions, diadochies, 14, 33 

Suicide, 69, 188, 204, 356 

Surpas, lexicographer, 16 

Suwa (L. Cornelius), 242 

Sun, 63-4, 72, 83, 106, 127, 193-4, 237; 
Isle of Blest, 55; solar year, 230; 
heliocentric theory, 230 n., 237, 362 
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Supposition, see Hypothesis 

Behari, §1 

Syllogism, 248, 254, 256-8, 310, 321, 353 ; 
co-ordination by soul, 206; of the 
desirable, 264 

Symbebékos (cunBeByxes), see Accident 

Symbol: in interpretation of Pyth., 55; 
myths as, 169; Plat. myths as, 222 

Synesios, Bp., 376 

Synkatathesis (cvyxardGecis), see Assent 

Syracuse, 175-6 

Syriac School, 377 

Syrian School, 375-6 

Syrianos, N, Plat., 376-7 


T 


Tactics, 132, 137 

Taras, 51-2, 175 

TARTAROS, 26 

Tauromenion, 51 

Technical branches, see Crafts, Science 
(specialization) 

Teleology, see Finalism 

Tugs, Cyn., 166 

Tension, 67, 74, 345-6, 350 

Tetractys, 54, 60, 65, 101 

THALES of Miletos, 21-2, 30, 33-8, 129-30 

THEAETETOS, 195, 205 

THEANO, Pyth., 50 

Thebes, Pyth. school, 51-2, 67, 152, 158 

THEMison, physician, 362 

THEMISTIOS, commentator, 376 n. 

THEODECTES, Perip., 258 

THEODORET, Bp., 11-12 

TxEoporos: (i) of Asine, N. Plat., 376; 
(ii) the Atheist, Cyren., 170-2; (ili) 
of Byzantion, Soph., 137; (iv) of 
Cyrene, geometrician, 175, 205 

Turoenis of Megara, poet, 22-3 

Theogonies, 24-9, and see God 

Ton of Smyrna, math., 9, 362, 376 

THEOPHRASTOS of Eresos, Perip., 11-12, 
241, 268, 276, 308-10, 341, B08, 377; 
on early physicists, 11-12, 33-4, 37, 
39, 43, 71, 82, 309 

Theosophy, 365, 375, 377 

Therapeutae, 364 

Thesis, see Hypothesis 

Third Man, 137, 208 n. 

Thought: Pyth., 65; Heraclt., 75-6; 

lea, 81, 85-6, 91; Emped., 109; 

Abd., 119-20; Diogenes Apoll., 130; 
Soph. method of, 133; Socrates’ 
“ thinking-shop,” 149; Meg., 163; 
Plato, 188, 193-4, 206-7, 217, 220, 
223-4, 228; Arstot., 260, 263, 267, 
301; Epic., 327, 332; Sto., 346; 
Plot., 372-3 ; see also Intellect, Logos 

THRasYLLOS, 13, 112, 177 

TarasymacHos of Chalcedon, 136, 142, 
144 
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THUCYDIDES, historian, 133, 135 

Thurii, 53 n. 

Ti: rdort éori, 157, 250; 1rd rl Fv elvan, 
see Quiddity 

Timakos: (i) of Locri, pretended, 49 ; 
(ii) of Tauromenion, historian, 48 

Time: Elea, 94-5; Plato, 229; Xeno- 
crates, 238: Arstot., 249, 280-2; 
Sto., 346; Plot., 372; see also 
Eternity, Kairos 

Timon the Bllseraphee of Phlius, Scep., 
15, 80 n., 165, 316-17, 319; on 
ataraxia, 318; on other philosophers, 
82, 99, 162, 317, 342 

Tistas, rhetor, 99 

Torqvuatus (L. Manlius), 325 

Transformism, 42, 83-4, 108, 294-5, 333 

Troad, Plat. states in, 236, 240-1 

ate: (pent) permutation, 72; position, 
114 


Tropes, Scep., 319-22 

Truth: Heraclt., 76-7; Elea, 81, 85-8; 
Abd., 113-14; Soph., 145-6; Plato, 
189, 194, 205-7, 217, 219-20; Arstot., 
251-4, 263; Scep., 318, 321; Epic., 
326-8; Sto., 351-2; N. Acad., 360; 
see also Error 

Tusero (L.), 319 

TYRANNION, grammarian, 242 


U 


Uranos: in theog., 26; Pyth., 63 
Utopias, see Golden Age 


Vacuum, void: Pyth., 62-3; Elea, 87, 
96-7, 113; Emped., 101-2; Abd, 
113, 115-16; Anaxg., 123; Plato, 
231-2; Arstot., 280-1; Straton, 311; 
Epic., 328-30 ; Sto., 346, 348 

bge (M. Terentius), encyclopaedist, 12, 
363 


Vatican, Epic. MS., 326 

Veuuetus (C.), 325 

Vicrorinvs (Marius), Christian, 378 

Virtue: dper}, 138; Socrates, 160; 
Eucleides, 163; Plato, 180-6. 192, 
198; Arstot., 261-8; Epic., 337-9 
Sto., 352, 354-5; see also Morals 

Vitalism, 329, 340 

Void, see Vacuum 
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Weight, 115, 117, 331; absolute heaviness 
and lightness, 288 

Wise Man, Wisdom, 313, 380: Socrates 
and Socratic schools, 155, 160, 162, 
165, 168-9, 172: Plato, 183; Arstot., 
267-8; Scep., 316, 318, 321; Epic., 
328, 339; Sto., 341, 344-5, 352, 354, 
356 

Women: and Pyth., 50; in Plato’s State, 
200-2; Arstot. on, 285; and Epic., 
324 

Word, see Logos ; words, see Language 

World, see Cosmology ; worlds, infinity of, 
42, 45, 119, 331; see also Citizen of 
world 
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XANTHIPPE, 154 

XENIADES of Corinth, Soph., 137 

XENOCRATES of Chalcedon, Acad., 210-11, 
226, 234-40, 248, 261, 276, 323, 341, 
345 

XENOPHANES of Colophon, Elea, 52, 68, 
71, 79-84, 248, 317; on Xenophanes, 
Zenon, etc., see under Melissos 

XENOPHILOS of Chalcidice, Pyth., 48 

XENOPHON, historian, 153, 155-6, 158, 166 


Y 


Year, Great, 63, 73, 230, 348 


ZAGREUS, 29 

ZALEUCOS, lawgiver, 51 

ZALMOXIS, miracle-mongrer, 48, 53 

ZARATAS, ZARATHUSTRA, see Zoroaster 

ZASs, 27 

ZELLER (E.), 167 

ZENODOTOS, librarian, 13, 343 

ZENON: (i) of Cition, Sto., 15, 163, 165, 
341-2, 344-5, 347, 350, 352-3, 355; 
(ii) of Elea, 79, 84-5, 91-5, 158, 
208-10, 236; (iii) of Sidon, Hpic., 
328, 340; (iv) of Tarsos, Sto., 343 

ZEUS, 18-20, 23, 27, 29, 218, 349-50, 354 

ZOROASTEBR, ZARATHUSTRA, ZARATAS, 30, 
50, 366 
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THE HISTORY OF CIVILIZATION 


annals of book publishing. Its aim is to present in accessible 
form the results of modern research throughout the whole 
range of the Social Sciences—to summarize in one comprehensive 
synthesis the most recent findings of historians, anthropologists, 
archeologists, sociologists, and all conscientious students of civilization. 

To achieve success in this stupendous undertaking, the new French 
series, L’ Evolution de PHumanité, in which the leading savants of France 
are collaborating with the Director ot the Bibliothéque de Synthése 
Historique, M. Henri Berr, is being incorporated. Distinguished 
historians, both European and American, are contributing volumes in 
their several departments. 

The field has been carefully mapped out, as regards both subjects 
and periods ; and, though the instalments will be published as they are 
ready, the necessary chronological sequence will be secured by the 
fact that the volumes of the French collection will be used as a nucleus. 
Each work will be entirely independent and complete in itself, but 
the volumes in a given group will be found to supplement one another 
when considered in relation to a particular subject or period. 


‘- series marks one of the most ambitious adventures in the 


The volumes are uniformly bound in a fine art-cambric cloth, with 
specially designed gold lettering and emblem, royal octavo in size. 


THE TIMES LITERARY SUPPLEMENT devoted a leading 
article to the first four volumes, in which the series was described as 
being “ composed by all the talents ”. 


THE MANCHESTER GUARDIAN wrote that “ it is an heroic 
attempt, which will be sympathetically watched, to bring some light 
into the vast mass of ill-organized knowledge which we owe to modern 
research and so make it available in the end for the guidance of the 


world.” 


NATURE, the leading scientific journal, in a six-column review, 
provides a striking summary of the aims and objects of the series: “‘ The 
History of Civilization promises to be perhaps the most important 
contribution so far undertaken towards the task of organization and 
systematization of the social studies. A glance at the prospectus makes 
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us anticipate a library of masterpieces, for the best workers of France, 
Great Britain, and some other countries are contributing from their 
own speciality and are attempting to bring it into line with the con- 
tributions from neighbouring fields and with the results of general 
sociology. Including all the volumes of the important French collection, 
L’Evolution de PHumanité, the English library contains additions and 
improvements which will place it above its continental counterpart. 
The volumes already issued bear out our best hopes.” 


The following plan, comprising just under one hundred titles, though not 


definitive, will serve to convey a general notion of the nature and scope of 
the enterprise :* 


A. PRE-HISTORY AND ANTIQUITY 


I IntrropucTion AND Pre-Histrory 


*Social Organization W. H.R. Rivers 
The Earth Before History Edmond Perrier 
Prehistoric Man Facques de Morgan 

*Life and Work in Prehistoric Times G. Renard 

*The Dawn of European Civilization V. Gordon Childe 
Language: a Linguistic Introduction to History F.Vendryes 
A Geographical Introduction to History L. Febvre 
Race and History E. Pittard 

*The Aryans V. Gordon Childe 
From Tribe to Empire A. Moret and G. Davy 

*Money and Monetary Policy in Early Times A. R. Burns 

*The Migration of Symbols D. A. Mackenzte 

*Woman’s Place in Simple Societies F. L. Myres 

*Cycles in History F. L. Myres 

*The Diffusion of Culture G. Elliot Smith 

II Tue Earry Empires 

The Nile and Egyptian Civilization A. Moret 
The Mesopotamian Civilization L. Delaporte 
The Aigean Civilization G. Glotz 

III Greece 

The Formation of the Greek People A. Fardé 

*Ancient Greece at Work G. Gloiz 
The Religious Thought of Greece C. Sourdille 
Art in Greece W. Deonna and A. de Ridder 
Greek Thought and the Scientific Spirit L. Robin 
The Greek City and its Institutions G. Glotz 
Macedonian Imperialism : P. Fouguet 


* An asterisk denotes that the volume does sot form part of the French collection 
L’ Evolution del’ Humanité. 
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IV Rome 


Primitive Italy and Roman Imperialism Leon Homo 
The Roman Spirit in Religion, Thought, and Art 4. Grenter 
Roman Political Institutions Léon Homo 
Rome the Law-Giver F Declareusl 
Ancient Economic Organization F. Toutan 
The Roman World Victor Chapot 
*Ancient Rome at Work | Paul Louts 
The Celts H. Hubert 
V_ Beyonp tHe Roman Emprre 
Germany and the Roman Empire H. Hubert 
Ancient Persia and Iranian Civilization Clement Huart 
Ancient China and Central Asia M. Granet 
*A Thousand Years of the Tartars. E. H. Parker 
*Nomads of the European Steppe G. F. Hudson 
India (Ed.) S. Levs 
*The Heroic Age of India N. K. Sidhanta 
*Caste and Race in India G. S. Ghurye 
*The Life of Buddha as Legend and History E. H. Thomas 
*The History of Buddhism E. H. Thomas 
B. CHRISTIANITY AND THE MIDDLE AGES 
I Tue Oricins or CHRIsTIANITY 
Israel and Judaism A. Lods 
Jesus and the Birth of Christianity C. Gutgnebert 
The Formation of the Church C. Guipnebert 
The Advance of Christianity C. Gutgnebert 
*History and Literature of Christianity P. de Labriolle 
II Tue Breax-up or THE Empire 
The Dissolution of the Western Empire F. Lot 
The Eastern Empire C. Diebl 
Charlemagne L. Halphen 
The Collapse of the Carlovingian Empire F. Lot 
The Origins of the Slavs (Ed.) P. Boyer 
*Popular Life in the East Roman Empire Norman Baynes 
*The Northern Invaders B. S. Phillpotts 
III Rexicrovs Imperrarism 
Islam and Mahomet | E. Doutté 
The Advance of Islam LE. Barrau-Dibigo 
Christendom and the Crusades P. Alpbandery 
The Organization of the Church __ R. Genestal 
IV Tue Arr or tHe Mippre Aces 
The Art of the Middle Ages P. Lorquet 
*The Papacy and the Arts - &. Strong 


Vs Reconstitution or Monarcuic Power 
The Foundation of Modern Monarchies 
The Growth of Public Administration 
The Organization of Law 

SocraL AND Economic Evo ution 


VI 


The Development of Rural and Town Life 


Maritime Trade and the Merchant Gilds 
*The Court of Burgundy 

*Life and Work in Medieval Europe 
*The Life of Women in Medieval Times 


“Travel and Travellers of the Middle Ages 


*Chivalry and its Historical Significance 
VII Inrexrrecruat Evo.ution 
Education in the Middle Ages 
Philosophy in the Middle Ages 
Science in the Middle Ages 
VIll 
Nations of Western and Central Europe 
Russians, Byzantines, and Mongols 
The Birth of the Book 
*The Grandeur and Decline of Spain 
*The Influence of Scandinavia on England 
*The Philosophy of Capitalism 
*The Prelude to the Machine Age 
*Life and Work in Modern Europe 
*London Life in the Eighteenth Century 


*China and Europe in the Eighteenth Century 


A special group of volumes wll be devoted to 
(1) Susyect Hisrortres 
*The History of Medicine 
*The History of Witchcraft 
*The Geography of Witchcraft 
*The History of Money 
*The History of Costume 
“The History of Taste 
*The History of Oriental Literature 
*The History of Music 
(2) Husrorrca, Ernno.tocy 
“The Ethnology of Africa 
*The Peoples of Asia 
“The Threshold of the Pacific 
*The South American Indians 
“The Ethnology of India 


C. Petit-Dutaillis 
E. Meyntal 
E. Meyntal 


G. Bourgin 

P. Botssonnade 

Otto Cartelliert 

P. Botssonnade 
Etleen Power 

(Ed.) 4. P. Newton 
(Ed.) Edgar Prestage 


G. Huisman 
E. Brehter 


Abel Rey and P. Boutroux 
From THe Mippie Acres to Mopern TIMEs 


P. Lorquet 

(Ed.) P. Boyer 

G. Renaudet 

C Hughes Hartmann 
M. E. Seaton 

T. E. Gregory 


Mrs. Bertrand Russell 
G. Renard and G. Weulersse 


M. Dorothy George 
A. Reichwein 


C. G. Cumston 
Montague Summers 
Montague Summers 

T. E. Gregory 

M. Hiler 

J. Isaac 

E. Powys Mathers 
Cecil Gray 


L. H, Dudley Buxton 
L.H. Dudley Buxton 
| CL. BE. Fox 

Rafael Karsten 

T. C. Hodson 


In the Sections devoted to MODERN HISTORY the majority of titles 


worll be announced later. 
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VOLUMES PUBLISHED 


The following volumes have already been issued. They are arranged 
roughly tn the order 1n which they were published. But their place in the 
scheme of the whole series may be discovered from the list above : 


THE EARTH BEFORE HISTORY: Man’s Origin and the 
Origin of Life | 

By EDMOND PERRIER, late Hon. Director of the Natural History 
Museum of France. 

With 4 maps, 158. net. 

“It goes back to the birth of the world and the transformations of land and 
water, and takes us through the growth of life on the planet, the primitive 
animal forms, the peopling of the seas, and the forms of life in the primary, 
secondary, and tertiary periods, to the growth of the human form. Thus, start- 
ing from the origin of matter, it leads us in easy stages to homo sapiens himself.” 


Daily News. 
“A remarkable volume.” —T orkshire Post. 


PREHISTORIC MAN: 4 General Outline of Prehistory 
By JACQUES DE MORGAN, late Director of Antiquities in Egypt. 
With 190 illustrations and maps, 12s. 6d. net. 


“‘ A notable and eminently readable study in the early history of civilization, 
and one well worth its place in the great series now being issued by the publishers. 
It bears on every page the 1 impress of the personality of its author, who strives 
to give the reader a clear, composite picture of early civilization, taking one topic 
after another.”—Nation. 

‘*A masterly summary of our present knowledge at a iow price. As a full 
survey the book has no rival, and its value is enhanced by the lavish illustrations.” 

New Leader. 


SOCIAL ORGANIZATION 


By W. H. R. RIVERS, LL.D., F.R.S. Preface by Proressor G. 
Exyior Samira. 
Second edition, 10s. 6d net. 


“« Soctal Organization is the first volume of the series of historical works on the 
whole range of human activity. May the present book be of good augury for the 
rest! To maintain so high a standard of originality and chorea will be 
no easy task.”—Janz Harrison, in Nation. 

The book is a great contribution to the sam of human knowledge in the 
region of pure sociology.”—Daily News. 
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THE THRESHOLD OF THE PACIFIC: an Account of 
the Soctal Organization, Magic, and Religion of the People 
of San Cristoval in the Solomon Islands 


By C. E. FOX, Lirr.D. Preface by Prorrssor G. Eruiot Smiru. 
With 14 plates and 40 text illustrations, 18s. net. 


‘“‘ A masterpiece. One of the very best contributions to ethnology we possess. 
It has, besides its intrinsic value as a masterly record of savage life, also an in- 
direct one ; it is a remarkable testimony to the indispensable need of scientific 
method for the observer. His account of magical ritual and spells will become 
a classical source for students. The account of the life-history of the individual 
is depicted with a clearness and fulness unrivalled in ethnographic literature 
” Times Literary Supplement. 


LANGUAGE: a Linguistic Introduction to History 
By J. VENDRYES, Professor in the University of Parts. 


16s. net. 


“<A book remarkable for its erudition and equally remarkable for originality 
and independence of thought .”—Sunday Times. 

“ As an introduction to philology this volume is a splendid piece of haute 
vulgarisation, for which anyone who at all loves words or who is at all curious 
about language, must be grateful. It covers nearly all the ground from every 
useful angle. A wide, level-headed and erudite study.”—Nation. 


A GEOGRAPHICAL INTRODUCTION TO HISTORY 


By LUCIEN FEBVRE, Professor in the University of Strasburg. 
With 7 maps, 16s. net. 


“‘ A masterpiece of criticism, as witty as it is well-informed, and teeming with 

nice observations and delicate turns of argument and phrase.” 
Times Literary Supplement. 

“A broad, clear-headed introduction to the fascinating study of human 
geography. It is much more than a text-book for the student: it is a work 
that anyone with no knowledge of geography can read with avidity, for it is the 
greatest of pleasures to watch the clear logical thought of the writer rapidly 
treating with masterly power these great and important topics.” —Naztion. 


THE HISTORY AND LITERATURE OF 
CHRISTIANITY: from Tertullian to Boethius 
By PIERRE DE LABRIOLLE, Professor of Literature at the 
University of Poitiers. Foreword by CarpinaL Gasquet. 
25s. net. 


““A masterly volume. A ‘cholar of the finest accomplishment, an enthusiast 
for his subject, and himself an artist in letters, he has produced a book compre- 
hensive and authoritative, and also a joy to read from the first page to the last.” 

Universe. 


“‘ This interesting and valuable book.”—W. L. Cousens in Datly Telegraph. 
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LONDON LIFE IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY 
By M. DOROTHY GEORGE. 


Second impression. With 8 plates, 218. net. 


“Mrs. George, by her cumulative method, imparts a shuddering impression 
of the brutalised life led by the masses under the first two Georges. Her work 
is full of eloquent detail. All who like to get at close quarters with history will 
feel immensely debtors to her industrious research and faculty of clear statement. 
And she will have the satisfaction of restoring faith to many minds in the reality 
of progress.” —Observer. | 
**One of the best pieces of research in social and economic history which 


have appeared for many years.” —Nation. 


A THOUSAND YEARS OF THE TARTARS 
By E. H. PARKER, Professor of Chinese in the Victoria University 


of Manchester. 
With 5 illustrations and maps, 12s. 6d. net. 


“* Professor Parker takes us back to a period roughly contemporaneous with 
that of the foundation of the Roman empire, and shows their history to be, like 
that of the Northern barbarians and Rome, a constant struggle with China. 
With an unfamiliar subject the book is not an easy one to read, but the author 
has done all that was possible to enliven his subject and has certainly succeeded 
in giving us a most valuable text-book.” —Saturday Review 


CHINA AND EUROPE: thetr Intellectual and Artistic 
Relations in the Eighteenth Century 
By ADOLPH REICHWEIN. 
With 24 plates, 12s. 6d. net. 


‘“* Among the volumes of the monumental History of Civilization, this study 
of the influence of Chinese art and thought on the European art and thought 
of the eighteenth century will find not the least popular and distinguished place. 
The chapter headed ‘ Rococo ’ will be of especial interest to connoisseurs. 

The illustrations are numerous and beautiful.”—Sunday Times. 

“‘ A fascinating subject. The references to literature are admirably full and 

complete.”—Times Literary Supplement. 


THE DAWN OF EUROPEAN CIVILIZATION 

By V. GORDON CHILDE, B Lrrr. 

Second Impression. With 198 illustrations and 4 maps, 16s. net. 

“ Higher praise of Mr. Childe’s book, which forms a volume of the monu- 
mental History of Civilization could scarcely be given than to say that it isin all 
respects worthy of the volumes which preceded it.”—Sunday Times. 

“ He has done a very great service to learning, and given a clear and reliable 
outline of the earliest civilization of Europe. His book ‘ fills a gap ’ indeed.” 
—Nation. 

“ A very fine piece of work.” —Manchester Guardian. 


MESOPOTAMIA: the Babylonian and Assyrian Civili- 


Zation 
By L. DELAPORTE, Professor in the Catholic Institute of Paris. 
With 60 illustrations and maps, 16s. net. 


“* This book is for the most part very good. The author has handled his 
difficult material cleverly. Where he succeeds is in his admirably written 
description of the social life, of which he makes a fascinating story. Here is 
presented an entertaining picture of theinhabitantsin 2000B.c. Then fromthe 
earlier Babylonians he passes to the Assyrians, dealing with them ina similar 
excellent way. This is one of the best books of its kind which we have seen for 
some time.” —Times Literary Supplement. 


THE AEGEAN CIVILIZATION 
By G. GLOTZ, Professor of Greek History in the University of Parts. 
With 4 plates, 87 text illustrations, and 3 maps, 16s. net. 


“‘ This is a marvellous summary, divided into four books, describing in detail 
the material, social, religious, artistic and intellectual life of the people. Every 
one of these sections is full of interesting and new knowledge. A wonderful 
book, thoroughly scholarly and attractive in presentation.” Birmingham Post. 

“Reads like a romance . . . presents a very vivid picture of this 
marvellous civilization.”—Times Literary Supplement. 


THE PEOPLES OF ASIA 


_ By L. H. DUDLEY BUXTON, M.A,, F.S.A., Lecturer in Physical 
Anthropology in the University of Oxford 


With 8 plates, 12s. 6d. net. 


“« Although the physical characters of the principal racial strains are described 
in some detail, the author keeps before his readers the bearing of these data upon 
the broader problems of racial distribution, as well as the intensely interesting 
question of the interaction of race, environment, and modification by contact 
due to migration. The exposition of anthropological method given in an 
introductory chapter is admirably lucid.” —Manchester Guardian. 


RACE AND HISTORY: an Ethnological Introduction to 
History 

By E. PITTARD, Professor of Anthropology in the University of 
Geneva. 

Second Impression. With g illustrations and maps, 21s. net. 

A companion to Febvre’s Geographical Introduction to History, which 
estimated the value of “ environment ” as a factor in history, while the present 
volume considers the “ racial” factor. ‘ No one is better qualified to compose 
a thoroughly level-headed treatise on the subject of race. For the peoples 
who occupy a conspicuous place in history, and especially the peoples of Europe, 
no better guide could be found.”’—Times Literary Supplement. 
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LIFE AND WORK IN MEDIEVAL EUROPE, from the 
Fifth to the Fifteenth Century 

By P. BOISSONNADE, Professor in the Universsty of Poitiers. 

Translated with an Introduction by Erteen Power, D.Lit. 
With 8 plates, 16s. net. 

“* His work is 80 interesting that it is to be hoped he will follow Sir James 
Frazer’s admirable example and take each chapter in turn for the purpose of 
converting its highly concentrated essence of history into a more ample dish for 
scholars. His subject is attractive and his pages are eminently readable by 
laymen.” —Times Literary Supplement. 

“There is no book in English which gives so clear and comprehensive a view 
of the labour question all through the Middle Ages. Readers will find no single 
volume so useful and so readable as this.” —G. G. Coutron, in Observer. 


LIFE AND WORK IN MODERN EUROPE, from the 
Fifteenth to the Eighteenth Century 

By G. RENARD, Professor at the College of France, and G. 
WEULERSSE, Professor at the Lycée Carnot. Introduction by E1een 
Power, D. Lit., Reader in Economic History in the University of London. 

With 8 plates, 16s. net. 

“This can certainly be pronounced a mom useful book. There is nothing 
that covers anything like the same ground ; indeed, there is actually no book in 
English which even pretends to give an outline of European economic history 
asa whole, It is interestingly written, and is a storehouse of valuable informa- 
tion.” —New Statesman. 

“ A well-balanced and valuable picture of Europe during a period of the 
greatest importance in the history of the world.”—Westminster Cazette. 


TRAVEL AND TRAVELLERS OF THE MIDDLE AGES 

Edited by A. P. NEWTON, Rhodes Professor of Imperial History 1 
the University of London. 

With 8 plates and maps, 128. 6d. net. 

“This work is no mere collection of stray essays, but in some respects the 
most important contribution to the history of medieval travel since Professor 
Beazley’s Dawn of Modern Geography and the new edition of Yule’s Cathay. 

: We have said enough to indicate that this work is one which should 
appeal both to the general reader and to the scholar. The illustrations are 
good.”—Times Literary Supplement. 


THE MIGRATION OF SYMBOLS, and their Relations to 
Beliefs and Customs 
By DONALD A. MACKENZIE. 
With 16 plates and 53 text illustrations, 12s. 6d. net. 

“The purpose of the present book is to show that so-called simple symbols, 
such as the spiral, do not express, even for backward peoples, simple ideas 
suggested by everyday experience, but highly complex beliefs which have a 
history. . . . Each of his chapters is full of interest, well furnished with 
documentary and graphic evidence. ”—Times Literary Supplement. 

“‘ A highly instructive volume.”—Daily News. 


r0 


ANCIENT GREECE AT WORK: an Economic History of 
Greece from the Homeric Period to the Roman Conquest 


By G. GLOTZ, Professor of Greek History in the University of Paris. 
With 49 illustrations, 16s. net. 

“This is a learned but thoroughly interesting description of farming, 
industry, and business in general in ancient Greece, and should interest the 
student. of economics as well as the classical scholar, since it shows practices 
developing from their simplest form. Besides giving hard economic facts the 
author makes interesting remarks on the Greek attitude to slaves, to foreigners, 
and to labour. This is a very readable and unusual book.”—Spectator. 

“‘ A really fascinating economic history of the Greek people.”—New Leader. 


THE FORMATION OF THE GREEK PEOPLE 


By A. JARDE, Professor of History at the Lycée Lakanal. 
With 7 maps, 16s. net. 


“One reader at least will tell the world he has enjoyed the book, has 
profited by it, and is not yet done with it ; he means to use it again, and mean- 
while ventures to tell others interested in History that this is a book for them.” 

T. R. Guover, in Nation. 

“He has given his readers an analysis of the course of events in the various 
City states in their external relations inter se and with other peoples, of their 
political, social, and intellectual development, of Hellenic expansion and of 
Hellenic unity, which is little short of brilliant.”—Nature. 


THE ARYANS: a Study of Indo-European Origins 


By V. GORDON CHILDE, B.L1t2. 

With 8 plates, 28 text illustrations, and a map, 10s. 6d. net. 

“Mr. Childe has followed up his interesting book, The Dawn of European 
Civilization, with another archzological study not less scholarly and sound. 
By a joint use of philological deduction and archxological induction, he contrives 
a thoroughly scientific handling of the problem.”—Times Literary Supplement. 

“A notable contribution. For all its erudition, its narratives are lively and 


lucid, and the work that rare thing a scholarly book that the general reader 
will be able to enjoy.” —Outlook. 


FROM TRIBE TO EMPIRE: Social Organization among the 
Primitives and in the Ancient East 


By A. MORET,, Professor in the University of Paris, and G. DAVY, 
of the University of Dijon. 

With 47 illustrations and 7 maps, 16s. net. 

“The object of the authors of this valuable addition to the series is to 
demonstrate how Empires grew from the primitive totemistic clan. Leaving 
M. Davy’s excited, learned, and highly controversial dissertation on primitive 
society for M. Moret’s calm review of the history of the Ancient East is like 
passing from storm into quiet. M. Moret’s story remains the most lucid and 
satisfactory general survey of the Ancient East that has yet appeared. It is the 
very romance of history, and he would be dull indeed who did not find recreation 
and delight in these stirring pages.” —New Statesman. 
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THE HISTORY OF MEDICINE, from the time of the 
Pharaohs to the end of the Eighteenth Century 


By C. G. CUMSTON, M.D., Lecturer in the University of Geneva. 
With 24 plates, 16s. net. 

“¢ Will be an invaluable source of reference to those who wisely remain students 
all their days. Beginning with the first dynasty of the Pharaohs, the ideas and 
the personalities of medicine are described in a manner which compels wonder 
for the amount of literary research, thought, and time which must have been 
devoted to its construction.” —British Medical Fournal. 

‘The book should be as interesting to the general public as to the 
doctors.”—Sunday Times. 


THE HISTORY OF WITCHCRAFT AND 
DEMONOLOGY 


By MONTAGUE SUMMERS, editor of Congreve, Wycherley, etc. 
With 8 full-page plates, 12s. 6d. net. 

‘Mr. Summers has just the literary style to do justice to the stewing of 
witches’ broth or the licentious dancing of the Sabbat. This book is one of the 
most masterly products of psychological-historical literature; and one feels 
that the editor of this learned series was perfectly justified in including in it 
such a storehouse of facts. Mr. Summers has our hearty thanks. His book is 
enthralling.” —Outook. 

“No more learned, no more copiously documented work on the subject has 
seen the light for a long while.” — Birmingham Post. 


THE GEOGRAPHY OF WITCHCRAFT 


By MONTAGUE SUMMERS. 

With 8 full-page plates, 21s. net. 

“The History described the general characteristics of European witchcraft 
in the middle ages; the present volume gives particulars of actual witches in 
the various countries of Western Europe. Mr. Summers includes within the 
scope of his exceedingly painstaking work all the varieties of the black art, from 
cattle laming to the concoction of love philtres, to demoniac possession and 
unnatural vice. The book is beautifully produced and contains some excellent 
illustrations.” —Spectator. 


THE CIVILIZATION OF THE SOUTH AMERICAN 
INDIANS, with spectal reference to Magic and Religion 

By RAFAEL KARSTEN, Ph. D., Professor at the Universtty of 

Finland, Helsingfors. Preface by Proressor E. WesTeRMARCK. 
258. net. 

“A very solid piece of work. . . Whether Professor Karsten be right or 
wrong in his contentions, his book can be read with the utmost profit, because 
he cites the evidence fully and fairly.”"—Times Literary Supplement. 

“Dr. Karsten can congratulate himself on having written a work that will 
form not merely a contribution to the ethnology of South America, but also a 
valuable addition to the small number of really useful works on the ideas of the 
less cultured peoples.”—Saturday Review. 
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PRIMITIVE ITALY, and the Beginnings of Roman 
Impertalism 
By LEON HOMO, Professor in the University of Lyons. 
With 13 maps and plans, 16s. net. _ 


“This able and scholarly work, which has summoned to its aid all the resources 
of anthropology, archzology, epigraphy and philology. Here is laid bare the real 
history of Rome’s origins, and especially of her Etruscan origins. A volume 
characterized alike by scientific caution and a marked power of lucid recon- 
struction.” —Spectator. 

‘* He gives us a spirited account of the development of Rome from her obscure 
origins to her establishment as the dominant power of the Mediterranean world: 
It would be hard to find a clearer or better proportioned account of the stages 
by which Rome achieved the miracle . . .”—Times Literary Supplement. 


ANCIENT ROME AT WORK: an Economic History of 


Rome from the Origins to the Empire 

By PAUL LOUIS. 

With 4 illustrations and 6 maps, 16s. net. 

“The main stages in Rome’s imperial progress are indicated, and the eco- 
nomic causes of her decline are adequately analysed. Agriculture and commerce, 
industry and finance, roads and communications, slavery and its developments, 
the rise of the colonate, and the influence of guilds are dealt with in turn, and 
their bearing on society and the social structure are discussed. . . . The 
volume presents a vivid, rapidly-moving picture of the economics of the Roman 
State.”—Times Literary Supplement. 


THE ROMAN SPIRIT in Religion, Thought, and Art 
By A. GRENIER, Professor in the Universtty of Strasburg. 
With 16 plates and 16 text illustrations, 16s. net. 


“T have not space to set out all the things in the book that have interested 
me and given me pleasure. The sections on religion and literature are fresh and 
stimulating. The classical scholar and the general reader can be recommended 
alike to read every page of this admirable book.”—Nation. 

“ A brilliant interpretation of Latin literature and religion.” —New Leader. 


ROME THE LAW-GIVER 


By J. DECLAREUIL, Professor in the University of Toulouse. 
16s. net. 


* The level of scholarship is extremely high, and the treatment hardly more 
technical than the subject-matter demands. The author traces the develop- 
ment of Roman law from its origin to its codification, and on to the later 
refinements which in their range, subtlety, and realistic logic have given it such 
unrivalled universality and completeness. While recommending this valuable 
synopsis as a whole, we may note as specially significant the chapter on the 
organization of credit.”—Saturday Review. 
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THE LIFE OF BUDDHA, as Legend and History 


By E. J. THOMAS, D.Lrrr., Under Librarian im the University 
Library, Cambridge. 

With 4 plates and a map, 12s. 6d. net. 

“ He has produced an authoritative account of all that is known of the life 
of the great teacher. We would recommend this important work to all interested 
in Eastern philosophy.” —Specéator. 

“The treatment of his subject is as thorough as one could wish. His know- 
ledge of the sources, his historical sense, and the soundness of his judgment make 
him a safe guide in a field in which there are many pitfalls, The book is a worthy 
addition to a notable series.” —Manchester Guardian. 


ANCIENT PERSIA, and Iranian Civilization 
By CLEMENT HUART, Member of the Institute of France. 
With 4 plates, 35 text illustrations, and a map, 128. 6d. net. 


‘A very good account of the cultural history of old Iran. A vivid picture 
of the country and an account of the scripts is followed by a history of the Achz- 
menids, Arsacids, and Sassanids. The real value of the book consists in the 
excellent analyses of the cultural data referring to each epoch ; the social organi- 
zation, the religious cults and beliefs, and the artistic productions. The powerful 
character sketches of the monarchs and heroes receive new life from the back- 
ground in which they are set.”—Nature. 

* An admirable epitome of the known facts.”—Neto Statesman. 


ART IN GREECE 


By A. pe RIDDER, Curator at the Louvre Museum, and 

W. DEONNA, Director of the Geneva Museum of Art and History. 
With 24 plates and 66 text illustrations, 218. net. 

“ A fascinating addition to the series. The authors have written attractively 
not only of Greek art from its beginnings to the Hellenistic period and its final 
decline, but of everyday Greek life and its relation to art and the artists of the 
time.” —Daily News. 

“ Even on the most familiar ground it is remarkably fresh and penetrating.” 

New Statesman. 


MONEY AND MONETARY POLICY IN EARLY TIMES 
By A. R. BURNS, B.Sc. Econ. 
With 16 plates, 26s. net. 


“ He has treated the subject with care and caution and shown clearly what the 
puzzles are. He deals mainly with Greece and Rome, slightly with Assyria, and 
gives a paragraph at the end of each chapter to the wholly independent and 
interesting coinage of China.” —Times Literary Supp-ement. 

“‘ He is to be congratulated. The book is a striking contrast to the previous 
superficial treatments of the subject. Documents have been searched and the 
material obtained, digested, and presented in a most readable form.” 

. Economist. 
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THE NILE AND EGYPTIAN CIVILIZATION 

By A. MORET, Professor at the College of France. 

With 24 plates, 79 text illustrations and 3 maps, 25s. net. 

“ This brilliant story of Egyptian society. M. Moret’s peculiar contribution 
to Egyptology is that he has taken the disjecta membra of Egyptian history and 
of them has built anew the living body of that amazing culture. What was it 
that secured to Egypt a civilization more stable than that of any other of the 
great kingdoms of antiquity? M. Moret tells us. It was the Nile, coupled 
with the establishment of a religious system imposing its sanctions on every 
social duty. As seen in his sympathetic retrospect, this great religion is curtously 
attractive. It was the real moral and spiritual force permeating the whole of 
Egyptian life. Art and science and literature ministered to it, and it sustained 
for milleniums the most massive, coherent, and amiable civilization the world 
has known.” —Times Literary Supplement. 


THE HISTORY OF MUSIC 
By CECIL GRAY. 
12s. 6d. net. 

“‘ Here is just the book readers have been looking for, and looking for too 
long in vain. No music-lover would find it other than arresting from cover 
to cover. Its distinction of style . . its meticulous accuracy ‘ 
its fresh and original standpoint. It is not too much to say that it is one of the 
most illuminating books of this decade.”—Sir Ricuarp Terry, in Queen. 


** A book which is quite one of the best of its kind.” —A. H. Fox-Stranceways, 
in Observer. 


“* There is much that is provocative in these alluring pages.” 
Hersert Hucues, in Daily Telegraph. 


THE ROMAN WORLD 
By VICTOR CHAPOT,, Professor at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts. 
With 2 plates and 12 maps, 16s. net. 

“* He has dissected the Roman Empire from Atlas to Ararat and from the Tay 
to the Nile. The work of Mommsen has been brought up to date. We are 
grateful that the task of assembling the facts has been done in such a thorough 
and conscientious fashion. ‘The student will find M. Chapot useful and 
stimulating.” —Birmingham Post. 

“This book achieves balance and intellectual honesty. It is one to clamour 
for at the library.”—New Leader. 


MACEDONIAN IMPERIALISM, and the Hellenization of 
the East 
By P. JOUGUET, Professor in the University of Paris. 
With 7 plates and 5 maps, 21s. net. 


A full account of the little known Hellenistic age, of the amazing adventure 
of Alexander, of the rise, organization, and conflicts of the great Greek king- 
doms, of their collapse before the steady advance of Rome. The story is full of 
great characters and dramatic incidents, and ranges from the Danube to the 
Indus and from Sicily to the Somali coast. 
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CHIVALRY : Its Historical Significance and Civilizing Influence 

Edited by EDGAR PRESTAGE, Cambens Professor in the 
University of London. 

With 24 full-page plates, 1§s. net. 

This volume, intended for the general reader, throws a flood of light on that 
very characteristic feature of the Middle Ages, the institution of Chivalry. The 
first chapter deals with the place of Chivalry in history, showing its effects and 
influences, Subsequent chapters show its earliest beginnings and its nature in 
France, Germany, Spain, Portugal, etc. Among other subjects dealt with are 
the Courtesy books and the romances of Chivalry, and the idea of a gentleman in 
connexion with Chivalry. The whole forms an introduction to students in a 
field that has been greatly neglected of recent years. 


THE AMERICAN INDIAN FRONTIER 
By WILLIAM CHRISTIE MACLEOD, Assistant Professor in the 


University of Pennsylvania. 
With 13 maps, 2§s. net. 

This important volume represents the first attempt at an analysis of American 
frontier history. Every frontier history has two sides. It is to the Indian side 
of the frontier that the viewpoint of the author is here directed. Part One deals 
with the origin of the Indian and his mode of life; Part Two with the early 
Spanish conquests; Part Three with the trader’s conquest of the Indian, and the 
French and English wars; Part Four contains a retrospect of the situation till 
1754; Part Five carries the history to date, and shows the Indian swept away 
by the forward rush of Empire. 


GREEK THOUGHT, and the Origins of the Scientific Spirit 


By L. ROBIN, Professor tn the University of Paris. 
With a map, 21s. net. 

An attractive account is given of the history and theories of the great schools, 
with lively portraits of the philosophers. After the poets come the early 
physicist-philosophers. The fifth century B.c. is the age of “ human culture ” 
and of Plato and Aristotle (who are discussed atlength). In the Hellenistic period 
Sceptics, Epicureans, and Stoics concentrate on the duty of the individual. 
Then follows a long age of scientific specialization ended by the influx of mystical 
ideas from the East. 


Other early volumes, of which details will be announced later, include : 
LIFE AND WORK IN PREHISTORIC TIMES 
By G. RENARD, Professor at the College of France. 


ROMAN POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS : Republicanism 
and Cesarism 
By LEON HOMO, Professor in the University of Lyons. 


ECONOMICS OF THE ANCIENT WORLD 
By J. TOUTAIN. 


THE GREEK CITY, and its Tucteatioas - 
By G. GLOTZ, Professor of Greek History in the University of Paris. 
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